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BRIEF 


Hie  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  determine  whether  experimental 
simulation  of  a  tactical  Interrogation  situation  as  feasible.  ’Hie 
report  describes  the  experimental  situation,  the  derivation  and 
description  of  scores  measuring  interrogation  input  and  output,  and 
the  basis  and  limits  for  generalizing  from  the  specific  experimental 
setting. 

Effects  of  varlav,lons  In  Interrogator  technique  and  eu-ousal  of 
source  resistance  on  the  amount  and  accuracy  of  information  obtained 
Is  reported.  Both  variables  are  shown  to  have  significant  effects 
under  particular  conditions.  Ihe  salient  finding  is  that  almost 
three -fourths  of  i>otentlally  available  Infor^iation  it  lost  under 
the  best  of  conditions. 

iSuggestlons  for  implementation  and  further  research  conclude 


the  report. 


PREFACE 


Task  QUIZ  had  its  inception  on  1  July  I96I  in  response  to  a  request 
from  ACSI  for  an  investigation  into  the  problems  of  collecting  information 
via  tactical  interrogation.  It  Is  Jointly  sponsored  by  CONARC  and  ACSI. 
InltlEil  vork  Included  a  survey  of  current  interrogational  practices  and 
training,  and  an  assessment  of  resistance  training.  “Hils  work  was  reported 
in  a  Task  QUIZ  Research  Memorandum^  dated  May  1962,  which  concluded  with 
recommendations  for  a  research  program  focusirig  on  techniques  for  improving 
the  amoxmt  and  accuracy  o f  information  obtained  from  tactical  Interrogations. 
IMs  recommendation  was  formally  submitted  as  a  Subtask  Research  Broposal 
and  approved  by  ACSI  on  3I  July  1962  and  by  CONARC  on  16  August  I962. 

This  report  describes  the  first  phase  of  that  research  program. 


♦Bialek,  H.  M.,  Walker,  J.  N.,  and  Hood,  Joanne  J.  Exploratory  efforts 
concerned  with  a  study  of  the  interrogation  process:  survey  activities, 
conceptualization  and  pilot  studies.  HumRRO  Research  Memorandum,  May 

1962. 


CHAPTER  r 


Itie  Experimental  Setting  and  Methodological  Problems 

Hie  primary  objectives  of  the  first  phase  of  the  research  were  to: 

1)  discover  whether  simulation  of  certain  characteristics  of  a  tac¬ 
tical  combat  Interrogaticin  situation  Is  feasible,  and 

2)  determine  the  effects  of  various  Interrogation  factors  on  the 
amount  and  accuracy  of  Information  obtained. 

The  meeting  of  these  objectives  would  lead  to  Improving  interrogator 
usefulness  by  suggesting  more  effective  techniques,  strategies,  oi-  areas 
of  emphasis.  In  order  to  base  these  suggestions  on  empirical  and  mean¬ 
ingful  grounds,  several  conditions  had  to  be  met:  How  to  measure  infor¬ 
mation  available  for  extraction,  how  to  arouse  genuine  resistance,  how 
to  measure  the  information  extracted  in  an  interrogation,  ard  how  to 
control  and  measure  interrogator  activities.  Hew  thee*  four  conditions 
were  handled  is  described  below. 

A.  Measxiriug  Information  Available  for  Extraction 

The  first  condition  to  be  met  was  to  devise  a  way  to  measure 
the  accuracy  and  amount  of  Information  possessed  by  individuals  who  would 
be  sources  in  the  interrogation  -  tc  be  able  to  define  theoretically  the 
information  available  to  an  interrogator.  The  solution  wts  to  lead  a 
group  of  men  over  one  of  two  parallel  and  equivalent  standard  field  or 
observation  courses,  constructed  to  represent  a  combat  zone,  aiid  Judged 
to  present  to  the  men  information  similar  to  the  type  of  informetion  a 
foot  soldier  might  possess  upon  capture.  In  addition  to  being  provided 
with  information  from  their  observation  of  such  things  as  installations. 


emplacementa,  mine  fields  and  units,  the  group  of  men  was  also  verbally 
provided  with  Inforiaatioo  pertaiclug  to  morale,  mission,  losses  and  per- 
Bunalltlee.  (A  complete  description  of  the  courses,  including  the  verbal 
briefings,  appears  in  Appendices  A  and  B.)  Upon  completion  of  the  course, 
which  wap  approximately  I3OO  meters  long  and  required  about  15-20  minutes 
to  traverse ,  a  written  test  was  administered  which  was  designed  tc  measure 
how  much  of  the  information  available  was  accurately  recalled  by  a  source. 
(A  copy  of  the  test  appears  in  Appendix  C.)  Ibe  score  on  this  test  was 
used  as  an  index  or  baseline  for  evaluating  th-  r.aoujt  of  accurate  Infor- 
jiatlon  subsequently  extracted  from  each  source  by  an  interrogator.  Ihls 
score,  which  will  be  reported  and  discussed  in  detail  later  in  the  report, 
can  also  be  viewed  ns  an  index  of  Just  how  much  and  what  kind  of  accurate 
Informaiion  a  low-ranking  prisoner  might  possess  under  more  or  less  opti¬ 
mal  conditions. 

B.  Arousing  Gentiine  Resistance 

The  next  condition  which  had  to  be  met  if  interrogation  was  to 
be  studied  experimentally  Involved  the  arousal  in  the  source  of  genuine 
resistance  to  reveal  tc  an  interrogator  the  information  he  hes.  The  idea 
of  having  subjects  play  the  role  of  prisoners  of  war  was  rejected  because 
the  ensuing  behav:' cr  would  obviously  be  a  result  of  "going  along  with  the 
game "  and  would  preclude  the  possibility  of  engendering  genuine  motives 
to  resist  interrogation.  Further,  although  it  would  have  been  a  simple 
matter  to  instruct  so’urces  to  resist  simply  because  "this  is  an  experiment 
on  reslstai.ce  or  interrogation, "  this  strategy  was  likewise  rejected 
becaxise  the  motive  to  resist  would  have  been  based  on  a  desire  to  comply 
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with  the  experimenter  rather  than  any  intrinsic  reason.  It  was  obvi¬ 
ously  desirable  that  any  sti-ategy  devised  avoid  both  the  "war  game" 
milieu  and  the  "experimental  compliance"  phenomenon.  • 

Ihe  solution  was  the  devising  of  two  different,  fictional  stories 
which  provided  sources  with  valid  reasons  for  resisting  an  interrogator. 

In  the  first  Instance,  after  subjects  hswi  been  over  the  observation 
course  and  had  completed  the  set  of  written  tests,  they  were  addressed 
by  a  Lieutenant  Colonel  (actually  the  Military  Chief  of  the  leadership 
Human  Research  Unit)  who  identified  himself  as  the  Chief  of  the  "Public 
Affairs  Department,  Department  of  the  Army, "  and  explained  that  the  Army, 
because  of  Congressional  criticism  of  its  resistance  training  program, 
was  being  investigated  to  see  whether,  in  fact,  resistance  training  is 
adequate.  The  subjects  were  to  be  Interrogated  by  e  team  of  trained, 
experienced  interrogators  assigned  by  the  investigating  committee  to 
determine  whether  Array  resistance  training  Is  effective;  l.e.,  the 
interrogators  '•'duld  try  to  "crack"  them.  If  the  interrogators  succeeded, 
then  the  Arny  would  be  discredited.  (The  text  if  this  address  appears 
in  Appendix  D. )  In  this  case,  the  motivation  to  resist  was  presumed  to 
be  based  on  a  soldier's  sense  of  loyalty  to  or  identification  with  the 
Army. 

In  the  second  instance,  after  completing  the  written  tests,  differ-^ 
ent  groups  of  men  were  also  addressed  by  the  Unit  Military  Chief.  Ihls 
time,  however,  he  was  from  the  "Special  Training  Selection  Board,  CONAEC." 
The  men  were  told  that  they  bad  been  selected  as  possible  candidates  for 
some  special  assignments  but  because  of  the  nature  of  the  assignment  they 


3 


had  to  be  screened  for  security  consciousness  and  resistance  skill.  For 
that  purpose  a  team  of  trained,  experienced  An^y  interrogators  would  see 
them  soon.  (Hie  text  of  this  address  appears  in  Appendix  E.  ) 

In  contrast  to  the  first  resistance  set  described  above,  the  apparent 
motive  to  resist  here  was  the  desirability  of  a  special  assignment.  Pre¬ 
sumably,  if  a  soldier  was  disinterested  he  would  have  been  indifferent  to 
resisting. 

Note  that  in  both  resistance  sets,  subjects  were  not  directly  instructed 
to  resist  nor  was  there  any  apparent  extrinsic  reason  for  them  to  do  so. 

If  a  subject  believed  the  story  and  if  the  intended  motive  had  meaning  for 
him  (the  good  name  of  the  Arajy  or  a  special  assignment),  he  would  have 
resisted  for  genuine  or  intrinsic  reasons.  Hie  extent  to  which  these  stra¬ 
tegies  for  arousing  genuine  resistance  were  successful  will  be  reported 
later  in  the  section  on  results. 

C.  Measuring  the  Information  Extracted  in  an  Interrogation 

Hils  is  the  third  of  four  conditions  necessary  to  study  interro¬ 
gation  experimentally  suid  can  be  considered  one  of  fundamental  Importance; 
effects  of  the  experimental  conditions  were  assessed  bj  the  scores  meas¬ 
uring  obtained  information. 

To  measure  the  amount  end  accuracy  of  information  extracted,  a  plan 
was  woi’ked  out  whereby  any  segment  of  Information  was  broken  down  into 
components  and  credit  given  for  each  separate  component.  For  example,  if 
a  source  correctly  reported  that  he  saw  the  2nd  Artillery  Battery  in  a 
designated  spot  and  described  the  location  and  terrain  he  would  be  given 
one  point  credit  each  for  2nd,  Artillery,  Battery,  located  3CX)  meters  from 
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X,  and  In  heavily  wooded  terrain;  i.e.,  a  total  of  5  points.  Itla  pro¬ 
cedure  was  followed  for  all  possible  items  of  information  (mission,  units, 
field  installations,  etc.)  that  could  be  reported.  The  scoring  was  done 
by  foia*  individuals  who  were  given  special  training  end  who,  following  a 
check  list,  indicated  the  occurrence  emd  accuracy  of  every  bit  of  infor¬ 
mation  supplied  during  an  interrogation.  A  check  cn  the  reliability  of 
this  scoring  procedure,  using  Independent  scorers,  was  highly  satisfac¬ 
tory  (r  =  .90).  Copies  of  the  scorer  check  lists,  including  all  the 
scorable  items,  can  be  found  in  Appendix  P. 

The  outcome  of  this  measuring  procedure  was  scores  indicating  the 
total  number  of  items  given,  the  total  ntamber  of  correct  items,  and  the 
total  number  of  Incorrect  items. 

This  method  of  measuring  information  obtained  in  an  interrogation 
also  made  it  possible  to  Investigate  whether  clasees  of  Infonnatlon 
differed  in  being  more  readily  obtainable  or  in  the  accuracy  with  which 
they  were  reported.  That  is,  it  was  possible  to  break  down  the  total 
results  into  amount  and  accuracy  of  information  pertaining  to  location, 
terrain,  unit  identification,  mission,  morale,  etc. 

D.  Control  and  Msasuretent  of  Interrogator  Activities 

The  last  condition  to  be  met  reqxilred  the  development  of  methods 
to  classify  reliably  the  techniques  interrogators  used  during  interroga¬ 
tion.  The  ultimate  value  of  this  procedure  was  to  see  whether  a  relation 
existed  between  the  effectiveness  of  interrogations  and  the  incidence  of 
particular  techniques,  approaches  or  methods. 

In  a  previous  report*  a  conceptualization  of  the  interrogation 
process  -environed"  two  separate  but  interdependent  interrogator 


♦Ibid. 
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activities  -  manipulation  and  extraction.  Briefly,  manipulation  refers 
to  all  Interrogatlonal  activities  directed  toward  changing  the  expectan¬ 
cies,  perceptions  and  motivations  of  the  source  In  such  a  way  as  to 
encourage,  enable  or  force  him  to  reveal  Information  he  posBesses  which 
Is  desired  by  the  Interrogator.  Extraction  refers  to  the  actual  act  of 
obtaining  the  desired  Information.  Accordingly,  two  separate  schemes 
were  tentatively  developed  to  serve  as  measures  of  these  two  activities. 

One  scheme  for  categorizing  Interrogator  behavior  was  based  on  a 
concept  of  manipulative  strategies.  It  was  assumed  that  an  interrogator 
encountering  resistance  would  employ  strategie.s  or  different  roles  in 
his  efforts  to  reduce  or  overcome  this  resistance.  The  tentative  scheme 
Initially  developed  Included  the  "buddy, "  "boss, "  dlstractor, "  "de¬ 
ceiver,  "  and  "outsmarter"  roles.  Interrogations  were  monitored  and 
Interrogator  comments  were  categorized  either  as  simple  information 
extraction  statements,  or,  if  Judged  to  be  manipulative  In  nature,  as 
belonging  to  one  of  the  five  strategies.  The  strategy  scheme  is 
reprinted  In  Appendix  G. 

Tlie  second  scheme  was  developed  to  peruit  a  detailed  analysis  of 
interrogators'  Information  extraction  activities.  This  scheme  Is  given 
in  Appendix  H. 

This  concludes  a  description  of  the  methods  employed  to  trsuislate 
interrogation  Into  an  experimental  setting.  To  round  out  the  description 
of  the  particular  setting,  an  accounting  of  how  subjects  and  Interroga¬ 
tors  were  handled  la  In  order. 
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All  subjects  were  In  the  last  half  of  their  AIT  training  at  Fort  Ord, 
California.  They  were  required  to  have  GT  scores  of  90  or  above,  and  be 
able  to  read  and  write  Bagllsh.  Apart  frcMn  these  restrictions-  the  chosen 
men  were  randomly  drawn  from  t-helr  company  rosters.  On  each  experimental 
day,  the  l6  men  selected  were  picked  up  at  their  barracks  and  driven  to 
the  field  observation  course.  Upon  completion  of  the  course  (described  In 
Section  A  above),  the  men  were  taken  to  a  specially  constructe.'  laboratory 
facility  where  they  received  the  written  teste,  a  resistance  set  If  re¬ 
quired,  and  were  Interrogated.  A  battery  of  tests  was  administered  to 
them  upon  completion  of  the  Interrogation  and  this  was  followed  by  a 
thorough  debriefing  conducted  by  members  of  the  Task  staff. 

The  interrogations  took  place  in  rooms  which  were  wired,  enabling 
monitors  listening  In  other  rooms  to  perform  their  scoring  or  categori¬ 
zing  functions.  All  interrogations  were  tape-recorded  for  later  use  in 
reliability  checks  and  as  a  permanent  record  of  the  proceedings.  No 
efforts  weve  made  to  hide  the  fact  from  either  interrogators  or  sources 
that  the  interrogation  rooms  were  wired. 

The  interrogators  were  four  Reserve  Army  officers  serving  their 
annual  tours  of  active  duty  for  training.  All  had  been  assigned  as 
instructors  for  thi  ^9^2  session  of  the  Sixth  Army  Area  Intelligence 
Training  School.  Th"'.  .^h  the  cooperation  of  the  Commandant  of  the 
school,  these  four  men  were  assigned  to  the  leadership  Unit  for  the 
two-week  period  of  data  collection.  All  four  men  had  received  Intel¬ 
ligence  training,  including  JFW  (Interrogator -Prisoner  of  War)  courses, 
and,  in  addition,  two  of  them  had  had  actual  interrogation  experience. 
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Prior  to  the  experiment,  the  Interrogators  were  given  four  hours’  briefing 
and  Instruction. 

In  essence,  they  were  told  the  following: 

1.  Ihe  purpose  of  the  experiment  is  research  on  effective  interroga¬ 
tion. 

2.  Uiey  would  conduct  individual  interrogations  (not  to  exceed  an 
hour  In  length)  of  men  who  had  been  over  an  observation  course.  Tliey 
%fOuld  see  four  oten  a  day  on  each  of  six  days. 

3-  Not  all  of  the  men  had  been  over  the  same  cotu*se,  i.e.,  they 
would  have  different  information. 

k.  They  (the  interrogators)  were  to  obtain  as  much  information 
about  the  observation  course  as  possible  from  each  subject. 

5-  Some  subjects  would  be  cooperative,  others  wo’old  resist.  Inter¬ 
rogators  would  not  be  told  beforehand  whether  particular  subjects  would 
be  cooperative  or  resistant. 

6.  Those  sources  who  resisted  would  have  a  genuine  reason  for 
doing  so  -  they  would  not  be  playing  a  game. 

7.  In  twelve  of  the  Interrogations,  they  (the  interrogators)  would 
be  free  to  use  any  resistance -reducing  technique  they  wished,  within 
ethical  limits,  e.g.,  they  could  not  strike  a  source.  In  the  other 
twelve  interrogations,  they  could  only  ask  direct  questions  in  a  straight¬ 
forward  non-threatening  manner,  in  effect,  conduct  an  interview.  They 
would  be  told  when  to  use  which  technique. 

8.  Ihey  would  le  given  end  would  be  free  to  use  an  enlarged  terrain 
map  of  the  area  containing  the  observation  course .  The  map  would  show 
the  precise  location  of  the  end  of  the  field  problem. 
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9.  Innne'llately  after  each  Interrogation,  the  Interrogators  would 
describe  on  rating  forms  the  source’s  willin^ess  to  give  information 
and  the  accuracy  of  the  information  provided. 

Ihe  following  chapter  describes  the  experimental  design  used  in 


this  first  experiment 


CHAPrro  n 


Bcperlmental  Design 


I .  Introduction 

Hiis  experiment  was  designed  to  permit  a  simultaneous  evaluation  of 
the  relative  effectiveness  of  (a)  the  resistance  sets  in  instilling  gen¬ 
uine  motivation  to  resist  interrogation,  (b)  the  techniques  employed  by 
interrogators  to  reduce  such  resistance,  and  (c)  interrogators  with 
cooperative  and  resistant  subjects.  Its  design  elIso  permitted  a  deter¬ 
mination  of  how  much  information  a  trained  interrogator  could  obtain 
under  optimal  oonditions.  All  these  evaluations  were  based  on  the  amount 
and  accturacy  of  the  relevant  information  sources  provided  in  the  inter¬ 
rogations.  The  following  discussion  will  elabcarate  these  experimental 
treatments. 

II.  Major  Variables 
A.  Resistance 

As  was  discussed  earlier,  the  problem  of  providing  subjects  with 
genuine,  valid  reasons  for  resisting  interrogation  was  solved  by  devising 
two  fictional  stories  -  resistance  sets.  In  the  one  instance  (the  -ipeclal 
assignment  possibility)  a  source's  motivation  was  presumably  self-centered 
by  withholding  information  his  chances  of  obtaining  a  desired  personal  goal 
were  enhanced.  In  the  other  instance  (the  Investigating  Committee  story), 
a  source's  motivation  to  resist  presumably  derived  from  his  loyalty  to  or 
identification  with  the  Army.  In  addition,  a  third  group  of  subjects 
received  no  resistance  set  at  all.  This  group  served  as  a  baseline,  i.e., 
since  they  had  no  reason  to  resist,  the  amount  and  accuracy  of  information 
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the  Interrogators  could  extract  from  them  provided  a  standard  against  ^rtilch 
to  neasure  the  amount  and  accuracy  of  Inforoatlon  extracted  from  subjects 
under  varying  experltnental  manipulations.  Further,  this  group  provided  a 
basis  for  eetlmatlrg  the  effectiveness  of  the  resistance  sets  In  Inducing 
resistance.  That  Is,  those  sources  for  whom  the  resistance  sets  were 
effective  should  have  given  less  Information  than  those  sources  having  no 
reason  to  resist. 

B.  Interrogation  Techniques 

Two  general  Interrogation  techniques  were  used.  In  the  one  case, 
designated  "free,"  Interrogators  were  free  to  conduct  their  Interrogations 
In  any  fashion  they  chose,  short  of  subjecting  a  source  to  physical  abuse. 

In  the  other  case,  "interview, "  interrogation  procedures  were  to  be  con¬ 
fined  to  the  asking  of  questions  in  a  direct,  straightforward  way;  no  form 
of  attempted  manipulation  of  a  subject's  resistance  was  permissible. 

Ibis  veu-iation  In  technique  permitted  a  check  of  the  effectiveness 
of  the  free  technique  In  reducing  resistance.  If  the  free  technique  was 
effective.  Its  use  should  have  resulted  in  the  obtaining  of  more  Informa¬ 
tion  than  did  the  Interview  technique. 

III.  Design 

The  experiment  was  set  up  so  that  l6  subjects  would  be  run  on  each 
of  six  days,  a  total  N  of  96.  On  any  given  day,  eight  subjects  went  over 
one  of  the  two  courses  and  were  under  one  of  the  three  resistance  condi¬ 
tions;  the  other  eight  went  over  the  other  course  and  were  under  a  differ¬ 
ent  resistance  condition. 

The  two  equivalent  observation  courses  were  used  in  order  to  prevent 
interrogators  from  obtaining  too  much  Information  too  early  In  the  experiment. 
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Using  two  courses  permitted  a  more  coopiete  picture  of  the  Information 
CKlraction  and  accumulation  process  to  be  developed,  a:.d  perhaps  required 
the  interrogaters  to  use  skills  which  would  have  been  unnecessary  If  all 
subjects  had  had  the  same  infcrciatlon . 

Bach  interrogator  saw  four  subjects  each  day  Two  subjects  had 
been  over  one  of  the  observation  cou^'ses,  the  other  two  subjects  had 
been  over  the  other  observatloti  course.  Figure  1,  belov,  presents  schema¬ 
tically  the  experimental  design.  There  were  tv^ive  possible  combinations 
of  exper imer.tal  conditions  ( ret i shan't  varied  -ii'  way.-,  i errogar  1  or. 
technique  two  ueys,  and  obser-. ai,..on  cc.v'se  two  -^ays).  By  the  end  of  the 
experiment,  each  of  the  four  interrogators  had  seen  two  subjects  under 
each  of  the  twelve  combinations  of  experimental  conditions. 


Figure  1.  Experimental  Design 
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"Order"  refers  to  the  comterbaJ*nclng  of  interrelation  technique, 

l.e.,  under  Order  1,  interrogators  i  end  2  used  the  Interview  technique 
the  first  three  days  at  the  experiment,  and  the  free  tecnnlque  the  last 
three  days;  under  Order  2,  Iriterrogatore  3  and  4  used  the  free  technique 
the  first  three  daj’t.,  and  the  interview  technique  the  last  fr-ee.  Since 
It  was  felt  interrogators  would  experience  sone  difficulty  in  alter¬ 

nating  effectlvel;/  from  one  techninue  to  another,  this  procedure,  involv¬ 
ing  the  least  alternation  in  technique,  seemed  most  deslraole. 

IV.  Measures 

Hiree  types  of  behe*/loral  ireasures  were  obtained: 

1.  Scores  reflecting  the  amount  of  acciu’ate  information  and  inaccu¬ 
rate  information  obtained  In  the  interrogations.  These  were  the  criterion 
scores  for  evaluating  the  effectiveness  of  the  experimental  conditions. 

2.  Scores  reflecting  the  amount  of  accurate  Information  about  the 
observation  cm.rss  that  sources  had  prior  to  being  Interrogated.  These 
scorei  (based  on  the  written  test  taken  by  sourcec  after  they  had  been 
over  the  observation  course  and  before  they  were  interrogated)  served 
two  purposes.  First,  they  provided  an  estimate  of  the  amo’-int  of  accurate 
Information  available  to  th»  interrogators-  Secondly,  they  provided  a 
check  oil  the  extent  to  which  differences  In  effectiveness  between  experi¬ 
mental  conditions  could  be  attributed  '.c  differences  in  tne  amount  of 
accurate  information  subjects  had  available, 

3.  Scores  reflecting  the  frequency  of  occurrence  of  different 
kinds  of  Interrogator  behavior,  both  manipulative  (resistance -reducing) 


and  infonaation-extraction  behavior.  Tliese  scores  were  used  primarily  as 


a  means  of  evaluating  interrogation  rechniques. 

Several  other  meaBures,  not  falling  in  the  above  categories,  were 
obtained  after  the  interrogations: 

1.  Prom  sources  who  had  received  resistance  sets:  ratings  of  their 
belief  or  disbelief  of  the  eet,  and  ratings  of  their  difficulty  in  resist 
ing  interrogators. 

2.  Prom  all  sources:  ratings  of  various  subjective  reactions  to 
the  interrogators  and  the  Interrogations. 

3.  Prom  the  interrogators:  ratings  of  the  sources'  reslsteince  and 
estimates  of  the  accuracy  of  the  information  extracted  from  them. 
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CHAPTER  ni 
ResiiltE 

Ilie  results  of  the  experiment  will  be  presented  and  discussed  in 
this  chapters,  which  consists  of  four  main  seel  ions  Section  I  will  deal 
with  results  obtained  under  the  no-resistance  condition^,  which  serve  as 
a  baseline  for  comparing  the  results  obtained  under  the  resistance  con¬ 
ditions.  Section  II  will  describe  tne  effects  of  the  resistance  sets. 

The  effects  of  the  two  interrogation  techniques  will  be  reported  in  Sec¬ 
tion  III.  These  first  three  sections  will  describe  three  types  of  results 
those  concerned  with  the  amount  of  accurate  information  obtained,  those 
concerned  with  the  amount  of  Inaccurate  information  obtained,  and  those 
relevant  to  the  accuracy  of  the  total  amount  of  information  obtained  by 
the  Interrogators.  Section  IV  will  present  findirigs  about  interrogator 
activities . 

I.  No-Resistance  Condition 

Thirty-two  of  the  96  subjects  received  no  resistance  set  and  presuma¬ 
bly  provided  the  interrogators  with  as  much  informal  ion  as  they  were  able 
to  recall.  It  is  assumed  t.hat  this  no-retl stance  condition  was  optimal 
from  the  interrogators'  point  of  view;  the  source?  had  no  reason  to  dis¬ 
like  the  interrogators  (at  least  at  the  outset),  and  The  sources  had  been 
exposed  to  the  information  shortly  before  the  interrogation 

It  is  furt-her  assvimed  that  findings  for  this  no-reslstance  group 
axe  a  reasonable  estimate  of  the  extent  to  which,  and  the  accuracy  with 
which,  a  cooperative  person,  ^n  relationship  with  another,  can  recall  a 
recent  experience  of  this  kind. 
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A.  Amount  of  Information 


•Bie  Interrogators  could  obtain,  on  the  average,  a  maximum  of  129 
items  of  information  from  the  sources.*  Figure  2  shows  the  amount  of  infor¬ 
mation  obtained  and  lost  under  the  no-resistance  condition 

If  the  exposure  to  mlllteury  information  is  considered  as  the  theo- 
retlcsLily  maximum  input  of  a  system  and  the  results  of  an  interrogation  as 
the  empirical  output,  this  dlagreim  indicates  that  there  was  a  loss  in 
the  amount  of  acoirate  information  from  the  li.pjt  to  the  output  of  the  sys¬ 
tem.  That  is,  only  22^  of  the  theoretically  available  accurate  items  were 
obtained  by  interrogators. 

It  will  be  recalled  that  all  sources  were  given  written  tests 
prior  to  being  interrogated.  Qy  using  scores  on  this  test  as  estimates 
of  the  amount  of  accurate  information  available  for  extraction,  it  is  pos¬ 
sible,  by  estimate,  to  differentiate  the  loss  of  accurate  information  Into 
that  lost  between  exposure  of  the  Ss  to  the  information  and  the  written 
test,  and  that  lost  between  the  written  test  and  the  end  of  the  interro¬ 
gation.  Further  inspection  of  Figure  2  will  clarify  this  point. 

This  figure,  besides  revealing  an  average  over-all  loss  in  amount 
of  accurate  Information  of  from  input  to  output,  shows  that  an  average 
of  ke!f>  was  lost  between  the  time  the  source  was  provided  the  information 
and  the  time  he  was  tested,  and  an  average  of  was  lost  between  the 

*The  figure  of  129  is  an  average .  A  maximum  of  I39  items  could  be  obtained 
from  sources  who  had  been  over  the  first  observation  course,  a  maximum  of 
119  from  sources  who  had  been  over  the  second  course.  Half  of  an  interro¬ 
gator's  sources  had  been  over  the  first  course,  the  other  half  over  the 
second  course. 
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FIGURE  Z  -  AMOUNT  OF  INFORMATION  :  NO  RESISTANCE  CONDITION 
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time  of  testing  and  the  interrogation.  Thus,  even  under  this  optimal 
no-reslstance  condition,  interrogators  obtained,  on  an  sverage,  roughly 
only  two-fifths  of  the  accurate  information  sources  had  available  for 
extraction.  In  addition,  they  alao  obtained  some  Inaccurate  Information; 
6^  of  the  theoretically  available  items  were  supplied  to  interrogators  in 
an  Incorrect  form.  Hence,  of  the  average  total  amount  of  Information  they 
obtained,  ^Q1^  was  accurate . 
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It  api)ears  that  .^oopt-ratlve  sources  (i.e.^  those  in  the  no-resistance 
condition)  were  relui^tant  to  offer  or  report  information,  the  accuracy  of 
which  they  were  not  sure;  under  the  conditions  of  the  experiment  subjects 
wished  to  be  perceived  as  accurate,  alert  observers.  This  may  well  be 
the  case  with  actual  interrogation  sources  who  are  initially  cooperative. 
That  lu,  such  individuals  may  be  equally  anxious  to  win  approval  or  gain 
esteem  in  the  eyes  of  the  interrogator.  The  Implication  is  that  most 
information  obtained  from  a  cooperative  source  is  likely  to  be  accurate. 

B.  Analysis,  by  T/P®  of  Information,  of  Accuracy  of  Inforraal-ion 
Obtained 

It  was  noted  that  of  the  total  amount  of  Infomatlon  interrogators 
obtained,  78^  was  accurate.  A  sub-analysis  was  conducted  to  see  whether 
certain  kinds  of  military  information  differed  in  the  extent  to  which  they 
were  accurately  reported.  For  this  purpose,  the  content  of  information 
presented  to  the  sources  was  broken  down  into  three  categories;* 

a)  Briefing  material,  which  included  unit  designations,  person¬ 
alities,  mission,  morale,  supplies,  losses  and  replacements, 

t)  Field  Objects-ldentlflcatlon,  which  Included  objects,  signs 

and  fortifications  existing  in  the  field  problem;  and 

c)  Field  Ob.)ects-locetion,  which  refers  to  the  position  in  the 
field  of  the  field  objects. 

In  comparison,  this  sub-analysis  by  category  shows  that,  on  the 


mere  were  some  additional  items  scorable  for  the  total  interrogation 
that  were  not.  included  in  this  analy.sis  since  they  could  not  be  combined 
into  a  section  large  enough  for  meaningful  analysis.  These  were  items 
such  as  detailed  descriptions  of  terrain,  unusual  equipnent  and  unusual 
military  symbols. 
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average,  78^  of  the  obtained  briefing  material  was  accurate,  91^  of  field 
object  Identification  was  accurate,  and  22^  of  the  field  object  location 
items  obtained  was  accurate.  These  findings  clearly  indicate  that  accu¬ 
racy  level  was  a  function  of  the  kind  of  Information.  If  these  findings 
have  any  generality,  they  suggest  that  -ihe  reliability  of  obtained  infor- 
matior.  having  tc  do  with  the  location  of  installations  or  objects  should 
be  evaluated  with  extreme  caution.  Fortunately,  cooperative  sources  pro¬ 
vided  a  very  small  amount  of  such  location  Iniorraatlon  compered  with  the 
amount  they  provided  for  the  other  two  types,  so  the  pcsslblllty  of  using 
false  information  Is  somewhat  reduced.  If  the  suppcsition  is  true  that 
cooperative  sources  prefer  not  to  provide  Information  of  which  n“y  are 
unsure.  It  would  explain  the  very  small  amount  of  location  in.^or  'btion 
they  gave . 

It  I  6  Interesting  to  note  how  the  interrogators  viewed  the  accuracy 
of  the  information  received.  At  the  conclusion  of  each  InteiTogetion, 
they  rated  the  accuracy  of  several  kinds  of  information  they  obtained 
from  sources.  (A  copy  of  the  six -point  rating  scale  they  used  appears 
In  Appendix  I. ) 

These  ratings  were  highly  Inaccurate  -  they  were  not  significantly 
correlated  with  the  measured  accuracy  of  the  information  -  either  for- 
the  interrogations  as  a  whole  (the  ratings  were  pooled  and  averaged),  or 
for  briefing  information  and  field  Information  considered  separately. 

However,  when  the  accuracy  ratings  of  the  Individual  Interrogators 
were  analyzed,  one  of  the  four  Interrogators  assigned  ratings  signifi¬ 
cantly  better  than  chance  for  both  briefing  information  alone  and 
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lnt«rroe^tlons  as  a  whole,  and  another  Interrogator's  ratings  of  briefing 
inforaatlon  were  significantly  better  than  chance. 

Speaking  generally,  tfce  Interrogator's  evaluations  of  accuracy  of 
Infomatlon,  when  aade  on  bases  Halted  as  those  of  this  study  (l.e.,  no 
outside  infomatlon  sources  to  draw  on  for  confirmation  or  rejection) 
tended  to  be  unreliable.  However,  this  was  not  necessarily  true  In  the 
Individual  case. 

C.  Coonents 

The  findings  In  this  section  serve  several  purposes.  They  pro¬ 
vide  cm  estimate  of  both  the  quantity  of  Information  and  the  amotmt  of 
correct  information  obtainable  imder  more  or  less  optimal  conditions. 

In  one  respect  they  are  discouraglra :  the  amount  of  Infornmtlon  lost 
(from  whatever  causes)  Is  greater  than  one  would  desire  from  a  legiti¬ 
mate  intelligence  source.  On  the  other  hand,  they  are  encouraging  In 

that  the  level  of  accuracy  of  the  Inforaatlon  obtained  Is  high;  but, 

Ironically,  ijide.’-  these  conditions  of  eusessment,  and  In  the  absence 
of  outside  verification.  Interrogators  genertvlly  could  not  discriminate 
accurate  from  lnscc\u:ate  Information. 

Tb  hazard  a  genercdlzation  from  the  findings  In  this  section. 

It  seems  that  routine  interrogation  of  cooperative  low  level  troops 
for  tactical  information  has  a  dlscouraglngly  low  payoff  for  the  amount 
of  time  and  energy  Invested.  It  might  be  that  a  more  productive 
approach  to  such  sources  Is  to  look  for  specific  Information,  l.e., 
focus  on  one  essential  element  of  information  rather  than  trying  to 

obtain  a  general  picture.  On  the  other  hand,  if  general,  over-all 
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Information  such  as  that  required  in  this  experiment  is  highly  desired 
from  sources  of  this  type,  then  further  research  efforts  should  concen¬ 
trate  on  improving  interrogator  extraction  skills. 

In  succeeding  sections,  the  findings  reported  in  this  section  were 
used  as  a  baseline  for  comparing  the  effects  of  experimental  manipula¬ 
tions:  the  Inducement  of  resistance  and  the  use  of  free  vs,  interview 
techniques. 

IT.  Effects  of  the  Resistance  Sets 

Hiis  section  of  the  results  deals  with  the  effectiveness  of  the 
resistance  sets:  how  accuracy  and  amount  of  information  obtained  were 
affected . 

A.  Amount  of  Information 

Figure  3,  below,  following  the  paradigm  presented  in  Section  I, 
shows  the  average  number  of  items  of  information  subjects  gave  imder 
resistance  and  no-reslstance  conditions.  ('The  two  resistance  sets  are 
shown  as  one  In  the  Figure  since  they  did  not  differ  significantly  In 
effectiveness  from  one  another.) 

It  is  readily  apparent  from  Figure  3  that  under  resistance  con¬ 
ditions  there  was  a  considerable  increase  In  the  loss  of  accurate  Infor¬ 
mation  over  that  which  occurred  In  the  no-reslstance  condition,  lhat  Is, 
whereas  vinder  the  no-reslstance  condition  there  was  an  average  loss  of 
accurate  Information  of  78)^,  under  resistance  conditions  this  Increased 
by  165^  to  a  total  loss  of  9456.  In  addition,  even  inaccurate  Infonuaticn 
was  provided  in  a  lesser  quantity  by  the  resistance  set  group  than  by 


the  no-resistance  sources. 


FIGURE  3  -  average  NUMBER.  (AND  PER  CENT  )  OF  ITEMS  OP  INFORM.VflON 
OBTAINED  AND  LOST  :  RESISTANCE  AMD  NO- RESI STANCE  CONDITIONS 
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This  difference  titween  the  resistance  set  groups  and  the  no-resistanca 
group  attests  to  the  effectiveness  of  the  sets  In  motivating  subjects  to 
resist.  Whereas  under  the  no-resistance  conditions  an  average  total  number 
of  36  items  had  been  obtained,  undt”  resistsLi.ce  conditions  ein  average  total 
number  of  only  11  Items  was  obtained:  a  highly  significant  difference.  The 
two  groups  were,  however,  quite  similar  as  regards  accuracy  of  information 
obtained:  78^1  of  the  information  given  by  no-reslstance  sources  was  accu¬ 
rate  and  735i  of  that  given  by  resistance  sources  was  accurate.  This  finding 


will  be  elaborated  In  the  next  section. 
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B.  Results  of  the  Hon-Reslsters 


Hie  above  results  ere  useful  in  obtaining  n  general  plctui'e. 
However,  because  of  the  fact  that  so  cBixy  of  the  resistance  set  sources 
(29  out  of  6^)  gave  no  information  whatsoever,  and  eight  more  gave  five 
or  fewer  Items  of  information,  it  was  considered  instructive  to  examine 
effects  of  the  resistance  sets  on  the  responses  of  only  those  individ¬ 
uals  who  gave  information  in  quemtlty  sufficient  that  they  might  be  con¬ 
sidered  non -re sisters  or  "ylelders."  Fence,  an  aTcitrary  criterion  was 
set  up  to  distinguish  'Vielders"  from  "reslsters."  fielders  were  defined 
as  persons  wao  Initially  accepted  the  resistance  set  as  true  but  who  nev- 
erth-iless  gave  six  or  more  Items  of  inforr-ation  to  the  interrogators,  and 
resisters  as  persons  v'ho  gave  five  or  fewer  items  of  information,  and  who 
also  initially  accepted  the  resistance  set  as  true.  By  this  criterion, 
j7  sources  were  Reslsters,  20  were  ylelders. 

Figure  4,  below,  presents  the  results  on  the  amount  of  Infornatlon 
obtained  from  fielders,  and  for  comparative  piirposes,  from  those  sources 
under  the  no-resistance  condition. 

For  the  fielders  there  was  slightly  greater  loss  of  accurate  infor- 
maticn  than  for  subjects  who  had  no  resistance  set:  the  average  nimber 
of  accurate  Items  obtained  from  fielders  was  23,  that  from  sources  in  the 
no-resistance  condition,  28.  fielders  supplied  an  average  of  7  Inaccurate 
items,  sources  under  the  no -re si  stance  condition,  8.  In  effect,  the  accu¬ 
rate  information  given  by  fielders  constituted  75^  of  all  the  information 
that  they  gave  to  the  Interrogators,  as  contrasted  to  the  78^  accuracy  of 
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FIGURE  4  '  AVERAGE  NUMBER  (AND  PER  CENT  )  Or  ITEMS  OF  INFORMATION 

Obtained  and  lost  with  yieloers  and  sources  who  had  not 

RECEIVED  A  RESISTANCE  SET 


I— - - 1  I - 1 

'  8(4»*/.)  ;  AVERAGE  NUMBER  OF  INACCURATE  ITEMS  OuTAINEP  •  7(5%)  i 


thv"?  infcrmation  obi;ained  under  the  no-reel  stance  condition-  llie  cloeeness 
of  these  figures  strongly  sxiggests  that  Ylelders  were  not  trying  to  deceive 
the  interrogators.  It  appears  thau  tne  Ylelders,  like  subjects  under  the 
no-resistance  condition,  were  selective  about  the  information  they  gave, 
and  tried  to  provide  that  which  was  accurate .  It  seems  highly  Wi-lkely 
that  Ylelders  tried  to  deceive  interrogators  and  avoid  interrogation  pres¬ 
sures  by  appearing  uc  yield  while  provldir.g  erroneous  information. 

In  short,  then,  from  resistance  set  sources  who  'yieldet^"  interroga¬ 
tors  obtained  Information  approximately  as  accurate  as  that  obtained  from 
cooperative  no-reslstan Je  condition  sources,  although  in  less  quantity. 
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C.  Comments 


The  finding':  reported  above  elearly  indicate  the  feasibility  of 
experimentally  arousing  genu?ine  resistance.  The  fa''t  that  not  every  sub¬ 
ject  receiving  a  resistance  set  resisted  in  no  way  reduces  the  apparent 
validity  of  this  expierimental  manipulation. 

III.  Effects  of  Interrogation  Technique 

The  preceding  sections  took  note  of  several  salient  findings:  the 
sizable  amount  of  information  which  is  lost,  th'r  effectiveness  of  the 
resit"  noe  sets,  the  similarity  in  amount  and  a  c  .lacy  of  information 
obtained  from  cooperative  sources  (no-resistance  condition)  and  those 
whr,  with  reason  to  resist,  "yielded." 

This  section  will  exeunine  how  amount  and  accuracy  of  information 
differed  as  a  function  of  the  two  kinds  of  Interrogator  technique.  Pig- 
tire  5  summarizes  these  findings,  showing  the  average  number  of  items  of 
information  sources  gave  under  resistance  and  no-reslstance  conditions, 
for  both  free  and  interview  techniques,  separately. 

t'rom  Figure  5  it  can  be  seen  that,  urider  the  no-resistance  condi¬ 
tion,  there  was  a  difference  between  the  average  total  number  of  Items 
obtained  under  free  and  interview  techniques.  However,  this  difference 
was  not  statistically  significant.  This  suggests  that  in  working  with  a 
cooperative  source,  an  interrogator 's  freedom  to  use  his  manipulative 
skills  had  no  appreciable  effect  on  the  amount  of  information  extracted. 

Another  salient  finding  was  that  the  interrogators,  when  relatively 
unrestricted,  were  successful  to  a  significant  extent  in  mitigating  the 
effects  of  the  resistance  sets.  That  is,  under  resistance  conditions. 
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FIGURE  5  AVERAGE  NUMBER  (AND  PERCENT')  OF  ITEMS  OF  INFORMATION 
OBTAINCO  BV  INTERROGATION  TECHNIQUE 
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their  use  of  the  free  technique  resulted  In  significantly  more  information 
being  obtained  than  did  use  of  the  interviev  technique,  an  average  total 
number  of  items  of  16  vs.  7*  Subjective  impressions  suggest  that  deception 
was  the  most  effective  technique  in  reducing  the  subjects'  resistance,  if, 
indeed,  not  the  only  effective  one.  However,  it  may  be  that  this  was  an 
artifact  cf  the  specific  experimental  setting.  This  point  will  be  discussed 
in  greater  detail  in  Section  IV, 

It  should  be  ixDinted  out  that,  although  interrogators  obtained  more 
information  by  the  free  than  the  interview  technique  under  the  resistance 


condition,  still,  the  amount  obtained  was  far  less  than  that  obtained 
under  the  no-reslstance  conditions  That  Is,  even  when  interrogators 
were  free  to  manipulate  sources'  resistance,  they  were  still  unable  to 
attain  the  level  achieved  under  no-reslstance  cc»iditions. 

The  picture  of  the  effectiveness  of  interrogator  technique  can  be 
supplemented  by  a  consideration  of  the  number  of  subjects  who  gave  infor¬ 
mation  under  the  two  Interrogation  conditions.  Table  1,  below,  presents 
the  number  of  subjects  who  "resisted"  and  the  cumber  who  'yielded"  under 
each  of  the  conditions. 


Table  1 

Numbers  of  Ylelders  sind  Resisters  under  Resistance  Conditions 
(Ss  who  did  not  initially  believe  the  resistance  sets  are  excluded.) 


Interrogation  Technique 
Interview _ Free _ Total 


Resisters 

25 

12 

37 

Ylelders 

3 

17 

20 

2B  ^  51 


As  would  be  expected,  significantly  more  of  the  subjects  interro¬ 
gated  under  the  interview  technique  resisted  than  of  those  subjects 
interrogated  under  the  free  technique .  Twenty-five  of  the  28  sovirces 
interrogated  under  the  interview  technique  resisted;  only  12  of  the  29 
sources  interrogated  under  the  free  technique  resisted 

One  observation  in  regard  to  the  soirees'  perceived  initial  resist¬ 
ance  should  be  pointed  out.  The  interrogators,  it  will  be  recalled,  had 
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been  asked  to  rate,  on  a  six  point  rating  scale  (See  Appendix  j)  at  the  end 
of  each  interrogation,  hovi  willing  the  source  had  been  to  give  information 
at  the  beginning  of  the  interi'ogation.  The  results  of  these  ratings  for 
those  sources  who  had  believed  the  resistaince  set  story  or  were  uncertain 
about  it  both  at  the  beginning  and  at  the  end  of  the  interrogation,  and  who 
also  were  seen  by  interrogators  under  the  free  technique,  are  shown  in  Table  2 
Those  data  suggest  that  the  initial  perception  of  a  source 's  degree  of  re¬ 
sistance  (independent  of  the  accuracy  of  the  perception)  was  a  poor  Indica¬ 
tor  of  whether  or  not  he  would  subsequently  rt  vi  al  information. 

Table  2 

Frequency  of  Sources  Initially  Perceived  as  Resistant 
or  Cooperative  Who  Resisted  or  Yielded  during  Interrogation 


Initial  Perception  Initial  Perception 

Resistant  Cooperative _ Total 


Reslsters 

11 

1 

12 

Ylelders 

11 

3 

lU 

22  1*  26 


IV.  Interrogator  Activities 

Despite  the  fact  that  the  over-all  outcome  of  the  interrogations 
could  be  considered  low,  there  was  substantial  variation  even  within  the 
no-resistance  condition  in  the  amount  of  information  obtained.  Therefore, 
the  question  arose  as  to  whether  certain  activities  of  the  interrogators 


were  differentially  associated  with  high  and  low  outputs.  This  section 


presents  the  results  of  analyses  Intended  to  a'-eoont  for  differences  in 
Interrogation  effectiveness.  The  first  part  discusses  those  interrogator 
activities  which  fall  in  the  oat'^gory  of  Information-extraction;  the  sec¬ 
ond  elaborates  why  it  was  not  feasible  to  proceed  with  an  analysis  of 
interrogator  manipulative  activities  as  had  been  planned. 

A  Information  Extraction  Activities 

An  analysis  was  made  to  determine  whether  the  kinds  of  questions 
the  interrogators  asked  were  differentially  effective  In  obtaining  infor¬ 
mation.  It  was  hypothesized  that  higher  out.],  t  ,  .  in  pert,  a  fu/iction 
of  the  type  and  frequency  of  questions  the  Interrogators  asked.  To  test 
this  hypothesis,  all  of  the  sources  who  had  not  received  a  resistance 
set  were  divided  into  two  groups,  a  high  output  gi-oup  which  consisted 
of  those  who  had  given  the  most  information,  and  a  low  output  group  which 
consisted  of  those  who  had  given  the  least.  (Data  for  all  comparisons 
of  these  two  groups  are  given  in  Appendix  H. )  A  categorization  scheme 
was  designed  to  classify  all  interrogator  statements,  excluding  those 
Judged  as  manipulative  in  content.*  The  major  and  sub -categories  of 
this  scheme  appear  in  Figure  6. 

The  questions  asked  by  the  Interrogators  w*.fre  categorized  by 
four  observers  from  tape  recordings  after  the  experiment  had  been  com¬ 
pleted.  Generally,  the  reliability  of  their  ratings  was  quite  satis¬ 
factory.  (Specific  data  are  presented  in  Appendix  H.) 

*The  frequency  of  manipulative  statements  in  the  no-resistance  condi¬ 
tion  was  so  low  as  to  make  the  extraction  analysis  essentially  a  con¬ 
tent  analysis  of  Interrogator  verbalization. 
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FIGURE  6 

Schematic  of  Interrogation  Content  Analysis 


'Rie  hypothesis  that  the  kinds  of  questions  the  Interrogators  asked 
were  differentially  effective  wes  not  supported.  There  was  no  clear  evi¬ 
dence  that  high  output  interrogations  were  characterized  ty  different 
types  of  questions  or  by  the  differential  frequency  of  particular  ques¬ 
tions.  Only  one  category  significantly  separated  high  and  low  output 
groups:  "Identification  of  units  In  the  field, "  which  was  used  more 

frequently  in  Interrogations  of  the  high  output  group.  However,  this 
single  significant  difference  could  be  attributable  to  chance  Inasmuch 
as  36  separate  comparisons  were  made. 

Since  this  hypothesis  was  not  supported,  other  possible  sources  of 
variation  to  account  for  the  differences  between  high  and  low  output 
groups  were  considered. 

The  two  groups  were  .  ot  found  to  differ  in  their  reactions  to  the 
Interrogations  dr  the  interrogators;  i.e.,  they  did  not  differ  signifi¬ 
cantly  in  the  amount  of  subjectively  experienced  stress  they  reported 
during  or  before  the  interrogation,  or  in  their  hostility  toward  the 
Interrogators.  Nor  did  they  differ  in  loyalty  to  the  Army.  Further, 
the  difference  between  the  two  groups  was  not  a  function  of  the  euaount 
of  accurate  information  they  had  available  -  they  did  not  differ  in 
their  scores  on  the  written  test. 

However,  the  high  output  group  did  spend  significantly  more  time 
in  the  Interrogations.  But,  subjective  impressions  were  that  the  inter¬ 
rogators  got  all  they  could  from  the  sources,  which  argues  against  the 
possibility  that  they  got  more  information  from  the  high  output  group 
simply  because  they  spent  more  time  with  them.  Tte  high  output  sources 
may  simply  have  been  a  more  verbal,  articulate  group  than  the  low. 


Further,  7  of  the  l6  men  In  the  high  output  group  nad  been  seen  by 
the  same  Interrogator.  This  suggests  the  possibility  that  Interrogator 
characteristics  not  examined  here  were  a  contributing  factor  In  differ¬ 
ential  effectiveness. 

In  summary,  the  results  Indicate  that  neither  the  type  nor  frequency 
of  the  questions  asked  is  an  adequate  explanation  of  differences  in  the 
amount  of  information  obtained  In  the  InterrogaT.ion  of  cooperative 
sources.  The  answer  may  lie  in  the  articulate n-c or  verbal  ability  of 
the  sources,  or  It  may  lie  In  differences  among  interrogators. 

B.  Manipulative  Activities 

As  noted  earlier  in  this  section  of  the  results,  no  analysis 
was  made  of  those  interrogator  activities  of  a  manipulative  nature,  as 
had  been  planned.  This  was  because  basic  assumptions  which  would  have 
made  such  an  analysis  feasible  were  laid  open  to  serious  question  during 
the  course  of  the  experiment. 

While  we  did  not  assume  that  our  experimental  setting  simulated 
combat  Interrogation  (in  the  sense  of  the  presence  of  certain  psycholo¬ 
gical  factors  commonly  assumed  to  exist  under  actual  conditions,  such  as 
fear  and  uncertainty),  we  did  assume  that  there  was  sufficient  commonal¬ 
ity  between  the  two  that  interpersonal  exchanges  could  readily  occur  which 
occur  in  the  real-life  counterpart.  It  appears,  however,  on  the  basis  of 
observations  made  during  the  experiment,  that  constraints  existed  of  such 
a  nature  that  this  condition  was  not  met. 

It  appears  that  genuine  motives  to  resist  were  aroused  in  our 
sources.  However,  It  is  doubtful  that  the  interrogators'  motivation 
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approximated  In  kli.d  or  Intensity  that  of  a  combat -tntrrrogation  situ¬ 
ation.  We  believe  that  the  interrogators  were  hlghiy  motivated  to  per¬ 
form  veil  and  to  demonstrate  their  ability.  Notwithstanding,  in  the 
real-life  situation,  an  interrogator's  motivation  is  also  based  on  the 
ser-'ous  consequences  of  failure  in  his  mission.  Tiie  consideration  of 
possible  loss  of  lives  or  of  a  battle,  though  perhaps  not  part  of  the 
conscious  behavior  of  an  interrogator,  roust  underlie  part  of  his  approach 
to  his  mission. 

Secondly,  the  undeniable  recognition  on  the  part  of  the  sources  and 
Interrogators  that  the  exercise  was  taking  place  In  peace-time  California, 
and  that  their  adversaries  were  men  of  the  same  organization,  placed  a 
large  amount  of  constraint  upon  the  mEmipulative  strategies  available  to 
the  interrogators.  As  a  result,  most  of  the  strategies  the  Interrogators 
attempted  failed,  and  the  majority  of  successful  "breakings  of  resistance" 
involved  deception  -  the  interrogators  making  the  source  believe  that  the 
interrogation  was  over  and  that  it  was  permissible  to  give  Information,  or 
making  the  source  believe  that  the  situation  was  not  an  interrogation  at 
all.  The  point  is  that  the  constraints  forced  the  high  frequency  of  ap¬ 
pearance  of  this  strategy:  frequent  use  of  deception  and  its  singular 
effectiveness  was  an  artifact  of  the  experimental  conditions.  It  follows, 
then,  that  any  generalization  from  the  experiment  reported  here  concern¬ 
ing  manipulative  activities  would  be  xmreliable.  It  is  for  this  reason, 
too,  that  an  analysis  of  manipulative  activities  was  not  performed. 

A  more  serious  Implication  for  future  research,  if  manipulative 
activities  are  to  be  a  primary  variable,  is  that  subsequent  laboratory 
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experimentaJ.  treatments  of  Interrogation  sure  subject  to  the  same  limita¬ 
tion.  In  studying  low-level  tactical  Interrogation,  there  does  not  seem 
to  be  a  way  to  design  fie Id -laboratory  experiments  which  would  allow 
Interrogators  sufficient  range  of  manipulative  behavior  that  findings 
would  be  applicable  to  the  problems  of  the  consumer. 

Ibe  only  qualification  to  this  statement  would  be  an  indication  of 
a  very  strong,  active  support  and  Interest  In  such  investigations  on 
the  part  of  a  consumer,  which  would  permit  exp<  rinental  interrcgators 
a  wider  rai:ge  of  manipulative  techniques. 

One  alternative  to  the  dilensna  would  be  the  study  of  interrogation 
problems  In  a  natural  setting.  Tills  alternative,  while  avoiding  the 
problem  of  interrogator  constraints,  would,  however,  have  the  attendant 
disadvantage  of  lack  of  control,  because  of  limited  ability  to  specify 
Interrogator  behavior  and  limited  ability  to  determine  sources  '  knowl¬ 
edge.  These  factors  would  most  likely  necessitate  a  somewhat  less  pre¬ 
cise  approach  and  analysis  than  would  be  the  case  In  a  field-laboratory 
setting. 
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ani  Cnr."! 'isi or-  - 

I.  Problem 

Iliis  report  describes  an  Ir.ltlal  effort  to  rimsiate  experimentel ly 
certain  characteristics  of  a  tacti- ai  combat  irt(  l  iogetior.  situation. 

Ibe  purposes  of  this  effort  were  to; 

1)  discover  whether  such  simulation  is  feaslLie,  and 

2)  determine  the  effects  of  various  interrogation  factors  on  the 
amount,  accuracy  and  kind  of  information  obtalr.  i 

II.  Kfcthod 

A.  Ninety-six  randomly  selected  soldiers  from  Fort  Ord,  all  In 
AIT,  were  used  as  sources  for  interrogation.  Sixteen  men  per  day  were 
randomly  divided  Into  two  eight -man  groups.  Each  group  was  run  tlirough 
one  of  two  parallel  field  observation  courses  built  to  simulate,  in 
content  and  position,  a  combat  zone.  In  addition  to  observation  of 
terrain,  fortifications,  and  installations,  sources  received  additional 
information  verbally.  This  included  topics  such  as  order  of  battle, 
mission,  morale,  and  replacements. 

A  written  test,  administered  approxlmatt ]y  20  minutes  after 
completion  of  the  coui’se,  was  designed  to  test  recall  of  the  exjierlence. 
Following  this,  two-thirds  of  the  cotai  sample  (N  =  6^*)  were  given  a 
"resistance  set"  designed  to  arouse  a  genuine  motive  to  resist  giving 
the  information  they  had  beer  exposed  to  on  the  field  course. 

Each  of  four  traii.ed  interrogators  saw  a  total  of  2^  sources, 
four  a  day  over  six  days.  Interrogators  knew  only  that  sources  had 
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been  out  In  the  field,  and  their  objective  was  to  obtain  as  much  infor¬ 
mation  ai!  they  could  within  an  hour  per  source. 

£.  Two  main  independent  variables.  In  addition  to  interrogators, 
were  involved:  interrogation  technique  (free  vs  interview)  and  resistance 
va  no  resistance,  llie  design  colled  for  each  Interrogator  to  see  half 
of  Ills  BO'orcej  under  one  of  the  two  interrogation  techniques,  with 
two-thirds  of  his  sources  under  each  technique  receiving  a  "resistance 
set .  " 

C  Among  several  mcas'^res  of  the  effects  oi'  these  manipulations, 
two  were  used  to  measure  IrJ’ormatlor  obtained:  the  number  cf  accurate 
iteais  obtained  per  Interrog.itlo,;  and  the  nxamber  of  inaccurate  Items 
obtained  per  interrogation. 

III.  Findings 

A.  No -Resistance  Conditions 

1.  The  fcr.ount  of  accurate  information  lost  was  surprisingly 
high;  18%  of  the  information  theoretic  lly  available  was  lost  to  the 
interrogators . 

2.  Approximately  half  of  the  accurate  information  lost  was 
attributed  to  forgetting  and  failure  to  observe  on  the  part  of  the  source. 
'Jhe  other  half  w.is  attributed  to  the  Interrogation  interaction  Itself. 

1.  Approximately  tvo-f If  ths  of  the  accurate  information  the 
sources  had  available  was  obtained  by  the  interrogators. 

.  .’.pprox  J  mately  three- fourths  (78?^}  of  Ihe  total  amount  of 
information  the  Interrogators  obtained  was  accurate. 

5.  There  were  significajit  differences  in  the  accuracy  of 
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different  kinds  of  information  obtained.  Most  rel)ahl<^'  was  information 
pertaining  to  ide.nf  l  fixation;  leust  reliable  was  that  having  to  do  with 
location  and  Jlstaricr- 

6.  The  Interrogators,  as  ■  ;roup,  were  unable  to  estimate  cor¬ 
rectly  the  accuracy  of  the  Informa"  in  they  obtained.  However,  certain 
interrogators'  estiniates  fo.^  some  specific  kinds  of  information  were  more 
accurate . 

B.  Rffects  of  Resistance  Sets 

1.  The  reslstar^^e  se^'s  were  quite  f'ff‘^r:ive  In  that  a  lesser 
eunount  of  accurate  information  was  obtained  from  sources  who  had  received 
a  resistance  set  than  from  sources  who  had  not.  In  contrast  to  the  78^ 
of  the  no-resistance  condition,  9^5^  was  lost  under  the  resistance  set 
condition. 

2.  Only  slightly  less  information  was  obtained  from  Yielders* 
than  from  cooperative  sources  (those  under  the  no -re si stance  condition) . 

3.  Most  of  the  information  the  yielders  gave  was  accurate  - 

a  finding  similar  to  that  which  obtained  under  no-resistance  condi¬ 
tions,  where  78)^  of  the  information  obtained  was  accurate. 

C.  Eiffects  of  Interrogation  Techniques 

1.  When  sources  were  cooperative  (no-resistance  condition) 
there  was  no  difference  in  the  effectiveness  of  free  and  interview  tech¬ 
niques  (for  the  total  amount  of  information  obtained). 

2.  With  resistant  sources,  the  free  technique  was  superior  in 

■**111056  sources  who,  given  and  believing  the  resistance  set  story,  none¬ 
theless  gave  six  or  more  items  of  Information. 


39 


effectlvenesB  to  the  Interview  technique. 

3.  Whether  or  not  a  source  subsequently  yielded  to  an  interro¬ 
gator  was  not  related  to  the  Interrogator's  perception  of  the  source's 
initial  level  of  resistance. 

4,  Significantly  more  of  the  sources  who  were  given  and  ini¬ 
tially  believed  the  resistance  sets  yielded  under  the  free  interrogation 
technique  than  under  the  interview  technique. 

D.  Interrogator  Activities 

1.  There  were  no  consistent  differences  between  the  verbal 
behavior  of  Interrogators  (as  measured  by  type  and  frequency  of  ques¬ 
tions)  associated  with  high  output  interrogations  and  that  behavior 
associated  with  low  output  interrogations- 

2.  The  constraints  of  the  experimental  setting  created  cer¬ 
tain  artifacts  which  prevented  a  valid  analysis  of  manipulative  tech¬ 
niques. 

IV.  Conclusions 

Generalizations  from  these  findings  should  be  limited  to  situations 
involving  cooperative  sources  and  low-ranking  military  personnel. 

A.  Peaslbility  of  Simulation 

It  is  possible  to  simulate  experimentally  a  tactical  combat 
Interrogation  situation  if  the  use  of  force  or  extreme  uuress  can  be 
meaningfully  excluded.  The  interrogator -source  interplay,  the  kinds 
of  information  involved,  and  the  resistance  sets,  appeared  to  have  suf¬ 
ficient  face  validity  as  to  be  meaningfully  related  to  the  actual  situation. 

Uo 


A  second  encouraging  observation  from  an  experimental  viewpoint  is 


that  the  interrogators  could,  in  a  certain  percentage  of  cases,  overcome 
the  source's  resistance,  especially  when  they  Were  free  to  use  any  tech¬ 
nique  they  wished.  Thus  it  would  seem  that  some  sort  of  balance  was 
experimentally  created  wherein  the  sources'  resistance,  as  a  group,  was 
not  so  strong  as  to  prevent  any  successful  manipulation,  yet  not  so  weak 
as  to  preclude  all  strenuous  resistance.  The  clear  superiority  of  the 
free  technique  vs,  the  Interview  technique  in  enabling  resistance  to  be 
overcome  in  certain  Instances,  while  not  uncxrx^ '-.i ,  does  serve  to  show 
that  interrogatlonal  skill  and  maneuvering  are  critical  elements  in  the 
interrogation  process  when  resistance  is  encountered. 

B.  Effects  of  Various  Interrogation  Factors 

1.  The  great  loss  of  information  observed  in  this  study,  under 
conditions  optimal  for  obtaining  information,  suggests  that  routine  inter¬ 
rogation  of  low-ranking  military  sources  for  tactical  information  is 
rather  inefficient. 

2.  Since  high  and  low  output  interrogations  were  not  charac¬ 
terized  by  (at  least  one  kind  of)  differences  in  verbal  behavior  of  inter¬ 
rogators,  subsequent  studies  might  profitably  focus  on  isolating  behavioral 
characteristics  which  distinguish  successful  interrogators.  This  shouild 

be  done  also  with  a  view  to  discovering  whether  such  characteristics  can 
be  taught . 

C.  General 

1.  It  appears  that  there  are  a  number  of  serious  ethical  problems 
r.nd  practical  oostacles  to  translation  of  the  manipulative  aspects  of 


Interrogation  Into  an  experimental  setting. 

2.  Interrogation  research  should  be  broadened  In  scope  to 
Include  all  kinds  of  Interrogation  situations,  not  only  those  at  the 
tact iced  level. 

3-  The  experimental  setting  and  methodology  described  In  the 
study  should  be  Incorporated  Into  the  Program  of  Instruction  of  the  IIV 
(Interrogator,  R-lsoner-of -War) .  The  several  advantages  of  realism, 
measurement  (and  hence  objective  evaluation  of  the  IPW  student),  economy 
and  opportunity  to  vary  the  content  easily,  all  argue  for  substituting 
the  "xercise  for  the  "canned"  practical  one  contained  In  the  current 


program  of  instruction 


APTSNDIX  A-1 


Description  of  Course  1  Fielc5.  Objects 

1.  Starting  Ftilnt  -  Brigade  HQ 

2.  Aid  Station  (sign) 

3-  1?  inf.  CP 

h.  Mine  Field/Antitank  Ditch 

5-  rrrj  (sign) 

6.  2nd  Arty  Btry.  (sign) 

7-  MP  Check  Italnt  (sign) 

8.  STAV  Area  (sign) 

9-  Ravlne/Aimno  Point 

10.  Unusual  Equipment 

11.  Concertina  Wire 

12.  6  Commo  Unit  (sign) 

13*  Company  Position 

li^ .  Pickup  Point 
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APPETODC  A-2 


Description  of  Course  2  Field  Ctojects 

1.  Starting  Point  -  DlTlslon  BQ 

2.  IAN  Area  (sign) 

3-  FW  Collection  ft>lnt 

4.  4th  Recon  Troop  (clgn) 

5.  ttigineer  Supply  Point 

6.  Klne  fPleld 

7  Observation  Post 
8.  CP  l6th  Bn. 

9 •  Unusual  Equipment 

10 .  ( sign) 

11.  8  Salvo  Unit  (sign) 

12.  Concertina  Wire 
13-  Company  Position 


14. 


Pickup  Point 


APPENDIX  B*1 


Briefing 


I  am  going  to  gui-le  you  men  to  yoiir  company.  You  have  been  sent  to 
us  as  replacements  because  we,  that  is  Bravo  Company  of  tne  Fifteenth, 
have  suffered  casualties  during  the  last  few  days  of  fighting.  We  are 
actually  at  half  strength  now. 

You  guys  are  lucky.  The  Fifteenth  Infantry  Is  the  best  in  the 
Seventh  Brigade  and  Bravo  Company  Is  th*-  best  "ompany  In  the  Fifteenth 
Infantry.  Captain  Miller  is  up  there  at  Brigade  Headquarters  right  now 
(GESTURING  TOWARD  WOODS),  getting  a  personal  briefing  from  the  Conanandlng 
General.  General  Dee  thinks  a  lot  of  our  outfit.  That’s  why  our  company 
is  going  to  spearhead  the  attack  tomorrow  mornitg. 

I  know  the  Captain  is  going  to  want  to  speak  to  you  fellows  himself 
when  he  gets  back,  e^eclaJ.ly  since  there  are  no  platoon  officers  in  the 
company.  Captain  Miller  is  a  good  Joe.  He  gives  you  a  Job  to  do  and 
then  leaves  you  alone. 

Our  company  is  located  right  up  on  the  front  line,  about  a  mile  up 
this  road,  but  I'll  guide  you  there.  We'll  move  out  In  a  minute.  I 
want  you  to  stay  alert,  keep  your  eyes  open  and  remember  what  you  see. 

You  may  not  get  another  chance  to  see  the  ground  during  daylight .  The 
Seventh  Brigade  is  scheduled  to  Jump  off  tomorrow  morning  at  0600  hours 
with  our  company  in  the  lead  in  this  sector.  At  least  that 's  what  we 
flgxire  old  Robert  £.  wanted  the  Captain  for  this  morning. 

We'll  be  In  pretty  good  shape  because  we  are  expecting  about  200 
extra  men  as  reinforcements.  It's  too  bad  we  are  short  of  tanks. 

All  right,  let's  move  out.' 

(IN  THE  RAVINE)  Remember  this  place.'  Some  of  you  may  be  sent  back 
here  tonight  to  pick  up  ammunition. 
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APPSWDDC  B-2 


Briefing 


I  aa  going  to  guide  you  men  to  your  company.  You  have  been  sent  to 
us  as  reinforcements  because  we,  that  Is  Charley  of  the  Sixteenth,  are 
going  to  need  all  the  extra  men  we  can  get  even  though  we're  now  at  full 
strength. 

I  feel  sorry  for  you  guys .  Ihe  Sixteenth  used  to  be  the  best  In 
the  Eighth  Division  end  Charley  Company  the  best  In  the  Sixteenth  Batta¬ 
lion.  Lt.  larson  is  up  there  at  Division  Headquarters  right  now  (GE8- 
TORIMj  toward  woods)  getting  a  chewing  out  from  General  Grant.  The 
General  never  seems  to  be  satisfied  with  what  we  do.  That's  probably 
why  we  got  the  lousy  Job  of  holding  the  sector  at  all  costs. 

I  know  the  Lieutenant  is  going  to  want  to  speeJi  to  you  fellows 
himself  when  he  gets  back.  He  never  trusts  anybody  else  to  do  a  Job. 

Our  company  is  located  about  a  mile  and  a  half  up  this  rosul.  But 
I'll  guide  you  there.  Vfe 'll  move  out  In  a  minute,  stay  In  single  file. 

I  want  you  men  to  stay  alert,  keep  your  eyes  open  and  remember  what 
you  see.  You  may  not  get  another  chance  to  see  the  ground  during  day¬ 
light,  especially  If  the  eneny  attacks  tomorrow  morning  as  expected. 

We  heard  that  they'll  hit  our  sector  at  0600  hours.  At  least  that's 
what  we  figure  old  U.S.  wanted  the  Lieutenant  for  this  morning. 

I  don't  know  how  good  shape  we'll  be  In.  We're  short  of  amnunltlon 
but  we  expect  to  get  replacements  on  the  ta.nkB  we’re  short. 

All  right,  let's  move  out. 

(AT  BTCINEBR  SUPPLY  POINT)  Remember  this  place.'  Some  of  you  may 
be  sent  back  here  tonight  to  pick  up  wire  and  tools. 
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APPENDIX  C-1 


NAME _  TAG  NO. 

Part  I 


For  each  of  the  next  PO  Items,  you  are  to  mark  the  one  ansver,  of 
the  four  supplied,  which  is  most  correct.  Most  of  this  Information  was 
given  to  you  in  the  briefing  at  the  beginning  of  the  course.  If  you  don't 
know  which  is  the  correct  ajiswci ,  go  aliead  and  guess.  Mark  the  "none  of 
the  above"  alternative  if  the  other  three  answers  are  not  correct.  Be 
sure  to  mark  one  answer  for  every  item.  GUESS  if  you  are  not  sui-e  or 
don't  know. 

For  example,  if  you  were  told  that  you  were  assigned  to  the  3rd 
Battle  Group,  you  would  mark  the  item  below  as  follows: 

EXAMPI£:  1.  You  were  assigned  to  the: 

1.  (  )  2nd  Battle  Group 

2.  (X)  3rd  Battle  Group 

3.  (  )  1st  Battle  Group 

4.  (  )  none  of  the  above 

1.  you  were  assigned  to 

1.  (  )  Company  A 

2.  (  )  Company  B 

3.  (  )  Company  C 

ii- .  (  )  none  of  the  above . 

2.  Your  company  is  scheduled  so 

1.  (  )  hold  the  sector  at  all  costs 

2.  (  )  continue  patrol  activities 

3.  (  )  spearhead  an  attack 

4.  (  )  none  of  the  above 

3.  Your  company  commander 

1.  {  )  never  trusts  anybody  else  to  do  a  job 

2.  (  )  gives  you  a  job  to  do  and  then  leaves  you  alone 

3.  (  )  is  always  on  the  job 

4 .  (  )  none  of  the  above 

4 .  Your  unit 

1.  (  )  is  not  expecting  tank  r^eplacements 

2.  (  )  is  expecting  tank  replacements 

3.  (  )  is  awaiting  word  on  tank  replacements 

4 .  (  )  none  of  the  above 
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5.  You  were  assigned  as  a 

1.  (  )  relnfor'rement 

2.  i  )  replacement 

3.  (  )  specialist 

^.  (  )  none  of  the  above 

6.  Your  outfit  Is 

1.  (  )  awaiting  additional  supplies 

2.  (  )  short  of  asBiiunltton 

3.  (  )  not  short  of  ammrjiltlon 

4.  (  )  none  of  the  above 

7-  IXiTlng  the  last  few  days,  your  company  has  been 

1.  {  )  regrouping 

2.  (  )  engaged  in  fighting 

3-  (  )  engaged  In  patrol  activities 
4.  {  )  none  of  the  above 

8.  Your  unit 

1.  (  )  Is  not  short  of  tanks 

2.  (  )  has  no  tanks 

3-  (  )  la  short  of  tanks 

4 .  (  )  none  of  the  above 

9-  Your  company  CO  is 

1.  (  )  respected 

2.  (  )  a  good  Joe 

3-  (  )  a  practical  Joker 

4.  (  )  none  of  the  above 

10.  At  the  time  you  were  assigned  to  It,  your  company  was 

1.  (  )  at  full  strength 

2.  (  )  at  half  strength 
3-  (  )  almost  wiped  out 
4.  (  )  none  of  the  above 

11.  Your  company  is  part  of  the 

1.  (  )  l6th  Battalion 

2.  (  )  15th  Battalion 

3.  (  )  15th  Infantry 

4.  (  )  16th  Infantry 
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12.  Yoiir  unit  in  tfan 


t  !jf  thr' 


1.  (  )  7th  D;v;;:tcti 

2.  (  )  8th  Brigadt; 

3-  (  )  DI  vl:. ; 

^.  (  )  7th  Brigade 


13-  Your  '^nit  is  expecting 


1.  (  )  100  new  men 

2.  (  )  200  new  men 
3-  (  )  300  new  men 

(  )  none  of  the  above 


lit-.  Your  company 

1.  {  )  has  ell  of  Its  platoon  officers 

2.  (  )  is  short  of  platoon  officers 
3-  (  )  has  no  platoon  officers 

U.  (  )  no  mention  was  made  of  platoon  officers 


15 •  The  commander  of  the  entire  outfit 

1.  (  )  thinks  a  lot  of  your  comp»any 

2.  (  )  gives  a  lot  of  assignments  to  your  company 
3-  (  )  doesn't  think  much  of  your  company 

4.  (  )  none  of  the  above 

l6.  Your  company  commander's  name  is 

1.  (  )  Taylor 

2.  (  )  Larson 
3-  (  )  Miller 
4.  (  )  Johnson 


17 .  The  action  will  start  at 

1.  (  )  0600  in  the  morning 

2.  (  )  0500  in  the  morning 

3-  (  )  0400  in  the  morning 

U.  (  )  none  of  the  above 

18.  The  commander  of  the  entire  outfit  is 


1.  (  )  Jackson 

2.  (  )  Lee 

3.  (  )  Grant 

U.  (  )  none  of  the  above 


U9 


O'i'flt  Is 


R-'rH=<lult^  to 


Your  «»ntlrp 

^'  (  )  withdraw 

2.  (  )  attack 

3.  (  )  iMirtaln  Its  F-osltlon 

(  7  non^.*  of  the  above 

Your  company  CD's  rank  Is 

1-  (  )  Lieutenant  (unspecified) 

2.  (  )  2nd  Lieutenant 

3.  (  )  Captain 

^‘  (  )  1st  Lieutenant 


APF&iiOIX  C-2 


NAME _ TAG  NO. 

Part  II 


During  the  iield  exercise  you  saw  items  of  military  equipment,  forti • 
fications,  or  signs  designating  military  vjiits  or  areas.  Several  such 
items  are  listed  below.  You  are  to  indicate  whether  or  not  you  caw  each 
item  by  making  a  check  In  the  parentheses  in  front  of  either  the  word 
"seen"  or  the  woras  "not  seen"  following  the  item.  That  is,  if  you  saw 
the  item,  place  a  check  in  the  parentheses  in  front  of  the  word  "seen." 

If  you  did  not  see  the  item,  place  a  check  in  the  parentheses  In  front 
of  the  words  "not  seen .  " 

Then,  for  each  item  you  recall  aaving  seen,  yo-.i  are  to  indicate  on 
the  corresponding  line  at  the  right  of  the  page  the  distance  in  yards  or 
meters  the  item  was  from  the  starting  point.  For  example,  if  you  recalled 
having  seen  the  first  item  below,  ’'00.  Jeep"  at  650  meters,  it  would  be 
marked  as  shown;  a  check  in  the  parentheses  in  front  of  the  word  "see-n" 
and  the  figure  "650  "  on  the  corresponding  line  at  the  rig.ht. 

Be  sure  to 

1)  Indicate  for  each  item  whether  you  did  or  did  not  see  it; 

2)  Indicate  for  each  item  you  saw  the  distance  it  was  from  the 

stai*ting  point; 

3)  GUESS  if  you  are  not  sure  or  don't  know. 
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HMC 


II 


Dlsta'ice  in 


TAG  NO. 


Viards  or  Hrters  f’.x« 
Starting  Riiat 


00 

Jeep 

(*) 

seen 

( 

)  net 

seen 

A  • 

Minefield 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

2. 

2  Artillery  Battery 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

3. 

MP  Check  Point 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

U. 

Observation  Post 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

5. 

Comprjiy  Position 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

6. 

Unusual  Piece  of  Squlpment 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

7. 

Barbed  Wire 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

8. 

Prisoner  of  War  Collection  Point 

{ 

) 

seen 

1 

)  not 

seen 

9- 

Ammunition  Point 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

10. 

Communication  Wire 

V 

) 

seen 

/ 

V 

)  not 

seen 

11. 

6  Co^niro  Unit 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

12. 

8  Salvo  Unit 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

13. 

Commend  Post  l6th  Babtal-ton 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

14. 

Sign  with  an  Unuaxial  gjrrabol 

( 

) 

seen 

(  )  not 

seen 

15. 

Engineer  Suppl^'  Point 

( 

) 

seen 

t 

)  not 

seen 

16. 

Sign  Indicating  Compass  Points 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

17- 

Lan  Area  Sign 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

18. 

Division  Headquarters 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

19. 

Mockup  of  a  Jeep 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

20. 

Brigade  Headquarters 

( ) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

21. 

4  Reconnaissance  TVoop 

{ 

) 

seen 

/ 

\ 

)  not 

seen 

22. 

Tank  Defilade  Area 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

23- 

Assembly  Area 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

24. 

Ipth  Infantry  Command  Post 

( 

) 

seen 

t 

\ 

)  not 

seen 

25. 

Aid  Station 

( ) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

26. 

STAV  Area  Sign 

( 

) 

seen 

( 

)  not 

seen 

52 


APPENDIX  r-3 


NAME _ TAG  NO.  _ 

Port  III 

Listed  below  Is  a  series  of  terrain  features.  Place  a  check 
mark  in  the  parentheses  In  front  of  each  feature  you  remember  seeing 
on  the  field  exercise.  GUESS  if  you  are  net  sure  or  don't  know. 

1.  (  )  Area  with  large  boulder.i  or  rocks 

2.  (  )  Ravine,  gully 

3-  (  )  Staeill  marsh 
1*.  (  )  Top  of  a  hill 
5.  (  )  Staall  stream 
6  (  )  Sand  dunes 

7.  (  )  Road  running  alongside  dry  led:e-bed 

8.  (  )  Broad  open  field 
9-  (  )  Burned -off  area 

10.  (  )  Paved  road 
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APPBSDEX 


NAME _  TAi;  NO _ 

Part  tV-l 

If  you  had  seen  everything  on  the  observation  course,  you  would  have 
noticed  an  unusual  symbol  sign.  If  you  did  not  see  the  unusual  symbol 

sign,  do  not  answer  Question  1,  and  put  a  check  in  the  peirentheses  (  ). 

If  you  did  see  it,  put  a  check  mark  in  the  parentheses  in  front  of  the 
correct  answer  to  Question  1.  Guess  if  you  are  not  sure  or  don't  know, 

1.  T^ie  unusual  symbol  sign  read: 

1.  (  )  LT! 

2.  (  ) 

3-  (  I  Kl 

i..  ( )in 

If  you  had  seen  everything  on  the  observation  course,  you  would  also 
have  noticed  an  unusual  piece  of  equipment.  If  you  dll  not  see  the 

unusual  equipment,  do  not  answer  Questions  2-5>  and  put  a  check  in  the 

parentheses  (  )  If  you  did  see  it,  put  a  check  mark  In  the  paren¬ 
theses  in  front  of  the  correct  answer  to  each  question.  Guess  if  you 
are  not  sure  or  don't  know. 

Z.  The  dlnenslons  of  the  unusual  equipment  were  roughly: 

1.  (  )  4  feet  by  h  feet  by  10  feet 

2.  (  )  I  foot  by  1  foot  by  k  feet 

3-  (  )  2  feet  by  4  feet  by  8  feet 

4.  (  )  l8  inches  by  2  feet  by  6  feet 

3-  Markings  on  the  equipment  read: 

1.  (  )  AGEMO 

2.  (  )  ANLAC 

3-  (  )  AFRAN 

4.  (  )  atled 


rv-1 


^4 .  Numbers  on  the  equipment  read: 

1.  (  )  »»37 

2  (  )  259 

3.  (  )  **59 

4.  (  )  357 

“5 .  Additional  features  on  the  equipment  were  (check  as 
many  as  you  saw) : 


1. 

( 

) 

dials 

2. 

( 

) 

telescope 

3. 

( 

) 

radar 

k. 

( 

) 

anterjiae 

5- 

( 

) 

gun  muzzle 

6 

( 

) 

wheels 

7. 

( 

) 

exhaust  pipe 
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TAG  KO- 


fart  rv-2 

IT  you  had  seen  every*,hini5  or  the  observation  course,  you  would  have 
noticed  an  unusual  symbol  sign.  If  you  did  not  see  the  unusual  symbol 
sign,  do  not  answer  Question  1,  euid  put  a  check  In  the  parentheses  (  ) . 
If  you  did  see  It,  put  a  check  mark  in  the  parentheses  in  front  of  the 
correct  answer  to  Question  1.  Guess  if  you  are  not  sure  or  don't  know. 


1. 

The 

unusual  symbol  sign  retwl: 

1. 

L_J 

2. 

( )  K 

3. 

( )  1 

h. 

(  )E— 

If  you  had  seen  everything  on  the  observation  course,  you  would  also 
have  noticed  an  unusual  piece  of  equipment.  If  you  did  not  see  the 
unusual  equipment,  do  not  answer  Questions  2-5,  and  put  a  check  In  the 
parentheses  (  ).  If  you  did  see  it,  put  a  check  mark  in  the  parentheses 
in  front  of  the  correct  answer  to  each  question.  Guess  if  you  ai*e  not 
sure  or  don't  know. 

2. 

The 

dimensions  of  the  unusual  equipment  were  roxjghly 

1 

(  )  1+  feet  by  U  feet  by  10  feet 

2. 

(  )  1  foot  by  1  foot  by  h  feet 

3. 

(  )  2  feet  by  U  feet  by  8  feet 

h. 

(  )  18  inches  by  2  feet  by  6  feet 

3- 

Markings  on  the  equipment  read: 

1. 

(  )  AGEMO 

2. 

(  )  ANIAC 

3- 

(  )  AFRAN 

h. 

(  )  ATLBD 

56 
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U  Nuir.b-  :  f  Qh  the  equlpoe.-it  reaj  : 

1.  (  )  ^ 

2  (  )  259 

3  (  )  *+59 

(  )  357 

5-  Additional  Teatures  on  the  equifxnent  were  (check  as 
many  as  you  saw); 


1. 

( 

) 

dials 

2 

( 

) 

telescope 

3 

( 

) 

radar 

h 

( 

) 

antennae 

5. 

( 

) 

gun  muzzle 

6. 

( 

wheels 

7. 

( 

) 

exhaust  pipe 

57 
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Good  mornlrsR.  I  .  Orevn,  Chief  of  the  Publi'’  Ai  ful rs  Depart¬ 
ment,  Department  at'  M  -:  Arffiv  v  -  j  irfey  knnw,  « hr  A'^rr.-  hiiLi  been  under 

fire  recently.  There  liuti  br  -n  Oon^?ressloi;ai  subcommlti  •  criticism  and 
investigation  Charges  have  teen  made  that  U.  S-  soldiers  are  not  capable 
of  statiding  up  to  enemy  interrogation  techniques  As  a  result,  an  investi¬ 
gative  committee  has  been  cex  up  to  find  out  in  fact  Just  how  well  soldiers 
have  been  trained  to  resist  Interrogatlori.  You  men  are  parti: ip® ting  in 
part  of  this  investigation  today. 

All  you  have  been  through  this  nornlng  Is  pa-t  of  the  Investigation 
We  have  been  assisted  by  members  of  the  Leadershl,  Human  Research  Unit, 
who  developed  and  built  the  coi>rse  you  were  over,  and  who  assisted  In 
giving  the  written  tests.  The  briefing  and  fie  hi  problem  were  for  the 
purpose  of  provldlr^;:  you  all  with  a  conmon  f-c.r  i  formation  -  the  kind 

most  likely  to  be  held  by  a  person  being  ititen  ogai  i .  The  written  tests 
were  for  the  purpose  of  finding  out  Just  how  much  you  actually  learned  - 
how  much  information  you  would  have  available  to  give  to  an  interrogator 
Finally,  now,  you  will  each  be  interrogated  individually,  by  an  experienced 
Interrogator,  to  find  oat  Just  how  well  you  can  resist,  interrogation.  Just 
how  you  avoid  or  evade  the  interrogator's  questioning  is  up  to  you. 

Your  interrogators  will  know  only  that  you  have  been  through  a  field 
problem,  and  that  there  is  au  investigation  going  on.  If  they  have  any 
other  information,  it  will  have  been  obtained  from  other  people  who  have 
been  ever  the  course 

Just  remember,  any  bit  of  infoirmation  you  give  them  discredits  the 
Army  and  its  training:  it  becomes  a  brick  for  Titics  of  the  Army  to  use 
against  it. 

No  doubt  you  have  some  questions.  Please  hold  these  till  later  There 
will  be  a  debriefing  following  your  interrogation,  and  all  your  questions 
will  be  answered  then.  Right  now,  do  your  best  to  resist  in  the  interro¬ 
gation.  The  Army  is  co'ontlng  on  you 


jffir.Trx  p 


Good  norning.  i  f-rn  ’'il  Jrt^rri  o*'  t.ri*-  Uj?  i-.p 

Board,  Cont  1  '  A~^:'  ■'  •'r'i  t.  N-w.  j  •  r  •  •  '  ,  -ha*  *’ils 

exercise  Is  ell 

commitr.^e  has  th'-  re.sp(>>!.~’h*  li*.y  *'or  s*  ]•  •:>,:  •r:'.iR*^i  T.lllt.ary 
personnel  for  special  trai nl ■;;»  assignm‘‘r,*.a  which  .-o^ir-.  among  ot-her 
things,  the  ability  to  mainiain  s- ''urity  c:'  '‘Ifi;-,'.: ■  :  Ir.fortrAtion .  At 
this  stage,  I  can't  *.eli  yo  j  any  mor«;  ebon’'  Tr.-s-  -  ifTim.-tits.  However, 
yc'j  men  are  all  qualified  f c '  .-on‘=-  of  ‘ii-s-  txn  ,  -mu  now  we  are 

going  to  see  whether  cr  not  you  meet  the  final  -eq-;  i  m'-n*'  -  t.he  ablJlty 
to  safeguard  Ln format i on .  Your  performance  here  go'-s  on  your  penneuient 
record.  Sc,  even  if  you  aren't  now  Interest  1  n  lifferent  assignment, 
you  may  be  at  a  later  time  Tiierefore,  I  won''  •  *•  -n-vnend  That  you  do  as 
well  as  you  can. 

Itiis  morning;  you  went  over  an  observatio;.  nov^'se  and  were  tested  on 
what  you  knew  about  It.  In  a  short  while,  you  will  be  Interrogated  by  an 
experienced  Interrogator  who  will  try  to  get  as  nu'-h  of  that  information 
as  he  can.  Your  Job  will  be  to  keep  It  from  him.  How  you  do  this  is  up 
to  you. 

Tbe  Leadership  Human  Research  Unit  developed  the  observation  course 
you  went  over,  and  is  assisting  us  in  this  evaluation  program. 

Now,  remember  when  you  get  into  the  interrogation,  the  less  informa¬ 
tion  about  this  course  you  give  the  interrogator,  the  better  off  you  will 
be.  The  interrogator  will  know  only  that  you  have  been  over  a  field  prob¬ 
lem  and  that  you're  up  for  a  special  assignment.  If  he  sounds  as  if  he 
has  more  information  than  that  it  will  have  been  obtained  from  other  people 
who  have  been  over  the  course . 

You  probably  have  some  questions-  Please  hold  these  until  later. 

There  will  be  a  df.-brieflrg;  after  your  interrogation,  and  all  your  questions 
will  be  answered  then.  Raise  your  hands  if  you're  interested  in  such  an 
assignment.  The  corporal  will  take  your  numbers. 
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APPENDIX  F-l 


SUBJECT _ _ _ TAG  NO. _ INTERVIEWER _ SCORER 


TOIT  IDENTIFICATION  R  W  STRENGTH,  LOSSES  R  W  FIELD  OBJECTS 

AND  replacement;. 


1. 

Bravo  Company 

40.  Aid  Station 

2. 

locaclon  -  14 

_ 

22. 

Company 

41.  location  -  2 

ter'-ain 

23. 

at  half  strength 

42.  terrain 

24. 

short  of  tanks 

F  i  f  f  e  cn  c  h 

25. 

company 

43.  STAV  area  sign 

Ir  fr.r.rrv 

26. 

heavy  casualties 

44.  location  -  8 

A 

rrp-ilr  if  given 

1 

27. 

company  has 

45.  terrain 

-:Cor'.on  -  3 

28 

no  platoon  officers 

46.  ohonetical ly  correc 

■  r-rvalTi 

-U 

29. 

200  extra  men 

stave  or  staff 

30 

expected 

47.  correct  soellinp 

'  . 

31 

a.s  ■!  eiiifoTcemerfcs 

10 

Bt igade 

‘iS.  sign 

11. 

credit  if  both  given 

mm 

_ 

49.  location  -  5 

1 2  - 

location  -  1 

personalities 

50.  terrain 

;  j; . 

terrain 

51.  de8cri:^tion 

rr- 

32. 

Captain 

•''.C'kALE 

33. 

Hiller 

52.  MP  Checkpoint  sign 

34. 

Co .  Commander 

53.  location  -  7 

any  connenc  with 

35. 

an  ok  type 

54.  terrain 

logical  reason 

.ndicate  oositive 

36. 

General 

55.  Ravine 

or  ntfgaT  ive 

_ 

37. 

Lee 

”1 

-1 

56.  aildth  at'  top 

38. 

nickname  Robt.  E. 

.  .  40-60  ft. 

^.;s 

';.0N 

39. 

thinks  a  lot  of 

1 

57.  depth  15-30  ft. 

B  Co. 

58.  location  -  9 

.5 

as  :  er lacementa 

16. 

Brigade 

17. 

attack 

18. 

tomorrow 

19. 

0600  hours 

irrelevant  information  tally 

20. 

Co. 

21 . 

spearnead  the  attack 

APPENDIX  F-1 

_ SCORER _ 

R  W  FIELD  OBJECTS 

40.  Aid  Station 
__  41.  location  -  2 
_  42.  terrain 

___  43.  STAV  area  sign 

_  44.  location  -  8 

_  45.  terrain 

_  46.  phonetically  correct 

_  stave  or  staff 

_  47.  correct  spelling 

48.  sign 

49.  location  -  5 

50.  terrain 

51.  description 

.  52.  MP  Checkpoint  sign 

_  53.  location  -  7 

54.  terrain 


I 

57. 

_L_  58. 


55.  Baulne 
56..  «ldth  at'  top 
40-60  ft. 

57.  depth  15-30  ft. 

58.  location  -  9 


RW  FIELD  OBJECTS  (cor.t.)  E 
59.  2nd 

_  60.  Arty. 

_  61.  3try. 

62.  location  -  6 
_  63.  terrain 

_  64.  Conmand  Post 

__  65.  Sandbagged  bunker 

66.  location-3  (if  not 

__  given  in  U.l.i*,’) 

67.  terrain  (if  not 

__  given  in  U.I  #8) 

^  68.  Odd  Equipment. 

__  69.  location  -  10 
70.  terrain 

__  71.  AILED  259  14x2x6  “ 

__  ant;  dials;  pipe /muzzle 

72.  Barbed  Wire 

_  73.  Location  -  11 

74.  terrain 

_  __  75.  Ammo  Point 

_  76.  in  a  ravine 

77.  width  ^  No  Credit 

78.  depth  if 

79.  locatlorndescribed 


COUR.S? 


SCORE  R_ 

:  CORE  w" 


FIEtJ,  '■i-.iECTS  (CO 


81. 

6 

82. 

lOCTno 

83. 

Ij'l'li  t 

84. 

1  V  ‘ 

lo..  ■  12 

85. 

.1. 

86, 

-  .  • 

j  I  •  i  '  -  r 

37 

88, 

f 

89, 

90. 

«  .late 

91. 

i  ^ 

(  C  i  di : 

■  C  i  .  ■ 

92. 

>  . 

*  U 

93. 

*  '  Ltf  ji  ■ 

94. 

a;..  ■ 

■'  .  ■  .  ji 

95. 

.  ( 

A.  i  ■  ■  % 

a- . 

96 

97 

8C.  terrain. 


ON  TALLY 


'in  Ravine 

1  hAm 


C  44-UJ-.  I4..14-44-1-- 

C 


AmtlDIX  F-2  1 

SUBJECT  TAG  No.  INTERVIEWER  SCOrJ 


UNIT  IDErniFICATTON  R  W 

1.  Charley  Company  __ 

2.  location  -  13  _ _ 

3.  terrain  _ 

4  Sixteenth 

5  Battalion  _ _ 

i  credit  jf  both  given  _ 

7.  location  -  8  ^ 

d  terrain 

S.  Eighth  _ 

10.  Division  ____ 

11  credit  if  both  given  _ 

12.  location  -  1  _ _ 

-3.  terrain  _ 

MORALE 

14.  any  coimient  vich 

logical  reason. 

■'t:rlicate  positive 
or  negative.  _ 

y.IbSiON 

15.  as  reinforcements  _ 

16.  held  the  sector  _ 

17  against  expected 

enemy  attack  _  _ 

18.  tomorrow  _ 

19.  0600  hours 


STRENGTH.  LOSSES 

R 

w 

FIELD  OBJECTS  I 

AND 

REPLACEMENTS 

'■ 

36. 

4th 

20. 

company 

37. 

Recon 

21. 

at  full  strengh 

38. 

Troop 

22. 

short  of  ammo 

39. 

location  -  4 

23. 

short  of  tanks 

40. 

terrain 

24. 

tank 

25. 

replacements 

41. 

PW 

26. 

expected 

42. 

Collection  Point 

27. 

unit  needing  tanks 

43. 

location  -  3 

44. 

terrain 

PEHSOS(iLlTIES 

45. 

LAN  area  sign 

28. 

Lieutenant 

46. 

location  -  2 

29. 

Larson 

47. 

terrain 

30. 

Co .  Commander 

48. 

correct  spelling 

31. 

never  trusts  anybody 

else  to  do  a  job 

49. 

Ccramand  Post 

32. 

General 

50. 

Mine  Field 

33. 

Grant 

51. 

depth  20-60 

34. 

never  satisfied 

52. 

//  Co  W.  Gate  Rd. 

with  job  done 

53. 

location  -  6 

35. 

nickname  old  U.S. 

54. 

terrain 

IRRELEVANT  INFORMATION  TALLY 


V 


AMKMDIX  F-2 


SCORER 


DATE 


CC..U;  ? 


r 


tbody 
b 


ION  TALLY 


FIELD  OBJECTS 

R 

U 

FIELD  OBJECTS  (cont.) 

36.  4th 

55.  Observation  Post 

37.  Recon 

56.  location  •  7 

38.  Troop 

57.  terrain 

39.  location  •  4 

40.  terrain 

58.  Oda  Equipment 

59.  location  -  9 

41.  Ptf 

60.  terrain 

42.  Collection  Point 

61.  AGEKO  437  I%x2x6 

43.  location  -  3 

a  '.t  ;dials  ;pipe/mu: 

44.  terrain 

62  sign 

45.  LAN  area  sign 

63.  location  -  10 

46.  location  -  2 

64.  terrain 

47.  terrain 

65.  description 

48.  correct  spelling 

1 

66.  Barbed  Wir^ 

49.  Coosnard  Post 

•7.  Location  -  12 

68 .  terra' n 

50.  Mine  Field 

_ 1 

1 _ 

51.  depth  20-00 

[ 

69.  8 

52.  //  to  W.  Gate  Rd 

70.  Salvo 

53.  location  -  6 

71.  'J.ait 

.54.  tertain 

72.  location  -  li 

?3.  terrain 

74,  Eng.  Supply  Point 

75,  location  -  5 

_ 

76,  terrain 

R  W 


SCORE  R, 
SCORE  w' 


APmDIX  G 


Irit'irrogator  Observation  Categories; 
Manipulative  Strategies* 


Distractor .  Ttiis  category  refers  to  behavior  of  the  interrogator 
which  distracts  the  source  from  the  main  purpose  of  the  interrogation  - 
the  extraction  of  information  -  by  diverting  the  conversation  to  topics 
perceived  as  safe  for  discussion  by  the  source,  or  by  supporting  a  dis¬ 
cussion  of  such  topics  initiated  by  the  source.  It  does  not  apply  in 
those  Instances  in  which  the  interrogator,  uninten^^  1  onally  or  inadvert¬ 
ently,  allows  control  of  the  interaction  to  pass  to  the  source.  Ihere 
are  two  criteria  for  classifying  behavior  in  this  category;  (a)  the  con¬ 
tent  of  the  exchange  Is  irrelevant  or  tangential,  and  (b)  it  was  initi¬ 
ated  or  intentionally  permitted  by  the  interrogator  -  it  appears  that  he 
intends  to  distract  or  be  distracted  by  the  s' 

Buddy ■  In  this  role,  the  Interroga’.or  trios  to  pla,y  the  part  of 
friend  or  equal  to  the  source,  acting  in  a  non -threatening,  non -authoritarian 
way.  In  general,  he  is  attempting  to  reduce  the  initial  social  and/or  psy¬ 
chological  distance  between  himself  and  the  source. 

Boss .  Behavior  which  indicates  that  the  interrogator  intends  to 
establish  or  make  clear  to  the  source  that  authority  and  power  reside  in 
him  (the  interrogator)  is  classified  as  falling  in  the  "Boss”  strategy. 

In  this  case,  the  interrogator  makes  explicit  his  power  over  the  subject. 

The  interrogator's  intent  defines  the  category.  Behavior  demonstrating 
his  superior  .«klll  or  intelligence  would  fall  under  the  Outsmarter  category, 
since  the  intent  would  be  more  relevant  to  that  classification. 

Outsmarter .  This  strategy  assumes  that  the  individual  who  has  been 
shown  to  be  outsmarted  by  another  will  show  greater  willingness  to  comply; 
he  sees  that  the  other  individual  can  stay  one  step  ahead  of  him  and  that 
further  evasion  is  not  worthwhile. 

Deceiver .  In  this  strategy,  the  interrogator  resorts  to  deception  to 
trick  or  mislead  the  source  into  believing  that  u;-  situation  is  not  an 
interrogation  (e.g.,  by  asserting  that  the  interrogation  is  to  come  later 
or  that  it  has  been  concluded).  It  is  a  strategy  in  the  sense  that  the 
interrogator  attempts  to  restructure  the  situation  to  his  advantage. 


♦Only  a  brief  description  of  each  general  strategy  is  presented  here. 

These  descriptions  were  elaboratcc,  and  supplemented  by  instances  of  posi¬ 
tive,  negative,  and  neutral  values  of  each  strategy,  for  use  by  the  raters. 
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APPENDIX  H 


Comparisons  of  High  and  Low  Output  Groups  and 
Reliability  of  Information  Extraction  Categories 


Ihe  reliability  of  the  four  observers'  ratings  was  evaluated  two 
ways,  by  assesslrig  first  their  agreement  as  to  the  rank  ordering  of 
incidence  of  all  17  categories  for  Interrogations  of  each  of  four 
sources  (Table  H-1),  and  secondly,  their  agreement  as  to  the  rank 
ordering  of  these  four  Interrogations,  by  category  incidence,  for 
each  of  the  I7  categories  (Taole  H-2) .  In  the  first  instan  e,  the 
reliability  was  more  than  satisfactory  -  w*=  .92,  .87,  .90  and  .88 
In  the  second  insteince,  the  agreement  of  the  observers  as  to  the  rank 
ordering  of  the  four  interrogations  in  terms  of  incidence  of  each 
category  was  satisfactory  for  all  of  the  categories  presented  in 
Table  H-1  except  for  category  21,  the  w's  ranging  i  rom  58  to  92, 
with  a  median  of  .86.  Thus,  in  general,  the  inter -observer  reliability 
was  satisfactory. 


Table  H-1 

Agreement  of  Four  Observers  as  to  the  Incidence  of  All 
17  Categories  for  Bach  of  Four  Sources  Taken  Separately 


Source 

w* 

s 

P< 

201 

.92 

6010 .00 

58.88 

16 

.001 

205 

.87 

5659  00 

55.68 

16 

001 

207 

.90 

5874.00 

57.60 

16 

.001 

4l6 

.88 

5745 . 50 

56.32 

16 

.001 

♦Kendall's  coefficient  of  concordance. 
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IfebJ.e  H-2 


ItSMt  Of  Sl^  and  ftxtput  Sources  on  l^refluency 
of  Categoriee,  and  Rellabllitlea  of  Categories 


Information  Retraction 
Categories ; _ 


Specific  Identification: 

Tctal 

a)  objects 

b)  units 

c)  terrain 

d)  description  of 

objects 

Specific  Briefing 
Information:  Itotal 

a)  personalities 

b)  OB,  strength,  losses, 

etc. 

c)  mission 

d)  supplies 

e)  support 

f)  morale 

Specific  U>catlon:  Total 
Uncontrolled  (non¬ 
directive):  Total 


TOTAL 


HlgJ.  Oitput  Low  Outjxit  Reliability  of 

N=16  Frequency  Scores 


X  Ifc.  of 
Statements 

i  of 
Total 

X  No.  of 
Statements 

%  of 
Total 

w» 

s 

P< 

29.1 

34.7 

27.4 

37.9 

.68 

54.5 

.05 

10.9 

12.8 

11.0 

15.8 

.86 

69.0 

.01 

4.U 

4  9 

1.4 

1.8 

.74 

59.5 

.05 

6.6 

8.2 

5.2 

7.1 

.68 

54.5 

.05 

7.8 

9.0 

9-8 

13.4 

.84 

67.5 

.01 

24.2 

29.6 

18.8 

27.5 

.92 

74.0 

.01 

7.6 

9.2 

5  3 

7.5 

.91 

72.5 

.01 

8.8 

11.3 

6.9 

10.6 

.70 

56.0 

.05 

2.8 

3.^ 

3.0 

4.1 

.91 

72.5 

.01 

1.9 

2.1 

1.1 

1.8 

.92 

74.0 

.01 

2.4 

2.8 

1.6 

2.3 

.91 

72.5 

.01 

.1 

,8 

.8 

1.1 

.64 

51.5 

.05 

19.1 

23.5 

15.2 

22.3 

.87 

69.5 

.01 

10.0 

12.2 

8.8 

12.4 

.58 

46.0 

NS 

82.3 

100 

70.1 

100 

72.0 

.01 

TW>ie  H-3 


Means  of  Hlf i  and  low  Output  Sources  on  Post -Tests 

R 


Variable 


Amount  of  stress  during  Interrogation 
Hostility  toward  Interrogator 
Amount  of  stress  before  Interrogation 
Loyalty 

Amount  of  accurate  Information  available 
(scores  on  written  test) 

Number  of  minutes  in  interrogation 


♦Kendall's  coefficient  of  concordance. 

♦♦All  differences  were  evaluated  by  Msnn-Whlt 


High  Output 
N=16 

Low  Output 
»=16 

47.6 

59.8 

NS 

20.1 

16.7 

NS 

38. 3 

34.3 

NS 

27.4 

27-9 

NS 

46.4 

43.0 

NS 

36.9 

26.0 

.05 

ney  U  Testa. 
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APFDIDIX  J 


INTERROGATOR _ 

SOURCE _  TAG  NO  _ 

Please  give  your  estimate  of  the  source's  resistance  by  placing  a 
check  in  the  one  space  along  each  line  above  the  description  which  seems 
most  appropriate.  Please  be  sure  to  answer  every  question. 

1.  Hew  willing  was  the  aource,  at  the  beginning  of  the  interrogation,  to 
provide  you  with  the  information  you  wanted? 

extremely  moderately  more  unwilling  more"'wlTTrng  moderately  extremely 

unwilling  unwilling  than  willing  than  unwilling  willing  willing 

2.  How  willing  was  the  source,  by  the  end  of  tne  interrogation,  to  provide 
you  with  the  information  you  wanted? 

extremely  moderately  more  unwilling  more  wlll+ng  moderately  extremely 

unwilling  unwilling  than  willing  than  iinwllling  willing  willing 

3.  In  generatl,  how  willing  was  the  source  to  provide  you  with  the  informa¬ 
tion  you  wanted? 

extremely  moderately  more  unwilling  more  willing  moderately  extremely 

unwilling  unwilling  than  willing  than  unwilling  willing  willing 
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